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INTRODUCTION 
In 1914, the Smith-Lever Act was passed that established the 
Cooperative Extension Service. The purpose of the act was "to aid in 
diffusing among the people of the United States, useful and practical 
information on subjects relating to agriculture and home economics, and 
to encourage their application" (27). 
The Smith-Lever Act provided that the Cooperative Extension Service 
be a part of the Land Grant College system. In Iowa, county governments, 
Iowa State University, and the United States Department of Agriculture 
cooperate in planning, financing, and carrying out extension education 
activities. This unique federal, state, and local partnership has 
functioned effectively for more than seventy years. 
Educators employed by the Cooperative Extension Service at the 
state and county levels usually work in one of the following program 
areas: (1) Agriculture and Natural Resources, (2) Home Economics, 
(3) Community Resources Development, and (4) 4-H and Youth (8). 
In the early days of Extension and the Land Grant College movement, 
the need for other organizations and agencies was recognized as an 
essential element for the development of a sound agricultural economy 
(27). The Soil Conservation Service (SCS) was established in 1935 as a 
federal agency authorized under the U.S. Department of Agriculture with 
the authority and responsibility for a broad soil conservation program. 
The SCS is known for its nationwide demonstration projects, designed to 
show the important conservation practices to farmers. 
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Another federal agency, the Farmers Home Administration (FmHA), 
was established in 1946 and is subordinate to the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture. This agency has a functional role of providing financial 
assistance to farm families to improve their general economic conditions. 
Administrators of both the FmHA and SCS have a primary goal of meeting 
the needs of their clientele, and plan programs and services essential 
to meeting the ever-changing conditions and demands in agriculture. 
Agribusiness organizations in Iowa account for more business 
activity than any other business sector of the state's economy. Agri­
business consists of many activities that are related to the production, 
processing, and marketing of food and fiber products. The one person 
or single family agribusiness is not uncommon, and most of the true 
business volume in agriculture is carried on by enterprises that employ 
groups of people. Agribusinesses often depend on agricultural edu­
cators for research information so that they may become more competi­
tive in marketing their products and services. 
Since the beginning of agricultural education programs, professional 
commitment is required to keep abreast of the latest research and methods 
to enhance a life of continual study. Agricultural educators have the 
unique role of presenting pertinent research information, and demonstrat­
ing applications to immediate problem situations. Agricultural 
educators use the most effective methods known and encourage applica­
tion of such methods to solving problems. 
Agricultural education programs have an overall goal of helping 
people identify problems related to their family, business, and 
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community. Educational programs are designed to provide information 
and assist in helping to solve these problems through individual and 
group actions. Programs must be dynamic to keep pace with the ever-
changing conditions facing the people it serves. Educators in agri­
cultural education must be ever alert to adjust their programs, and 
focus on methods to insure that resources are used most effectively in 
keeping with the new problems of people. The programs in agricultural 
education exist to serve not only rural, but urban people--in fact, 
the population as a whole. It satisfies the immediate needs of its 
rural clientele and also contributes to the national welfare, both 
immediate and long range. 
Assessment of the contributions of agricultural education programs 
is a concern of program administrators and participants. However, the 
most important concern for any educational delivery system should be 
the evaluation of its outputs as perceived by the clientele it is 
serving. A need exists to determine the perceptions of agricultural 
education programs as perceived by personnel of the Farmers Home 
Administration, Soil Conservation Service, and Agribusinesses in Iowa. 
No recent studies in Iowa have been conducted to analyze the percep­
tions of personnel of the FmHA, SCS, and Agribusinesses toward agri­
cultural education programs. 
The purpose of this study was to assess the perceptions of the 
effectiveness of agricultural education programs as perceived by 
personnel of the Farmers Home Administration, Soil Conservation Service, 
and Agribusinesses in Iowa. More specifically, the objectives of this 
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study were: 
1. To determine and analyze the demographic characteristics 
of these groups. 
2. To determine the personal involvement and contact of these 
groups with agricultural education programs. 
3. To determine the program content importance in agricultural 
education programs as perceived by these groups. 
4. To determine the teaching methods used by these groups in 
agricultural education programs. 
5. To determine the importance of agricultural education programs 
as perceived by these groups when grouped according to demo­
graphic characteristics. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The review of literature was organized under two sections: 
(1) related literature, and (2) related research. 
Related Literature 
In 1862, the Morrill Act (27) was passed that established the land 
grant college system which came about through efforts of people inter­
ested in agriculture. This widespread movement established the direc­
tion of agricultural education .and provided a greater opportunity of 
solving problems for the people. 
In the early days of the land grant college system, public support 
was focused on agricultural research. As the land grant colleges 
developed new farming technology, public supporters recognized a need 
for adult education programs to provide scientific information to the 
public. In 1914, the Smith-Lever Act (27) was passed that established 
the Cooperative Extension Service. A review of the Smith-Lever Act pro­
vides further insight into the intended purpose and methods perceived by 
its founders. The act stated that (18, p. 31): 
Cooperative Agricultural Extension work shall consist of 
the giving of instruction and practical demonstrations in 
agriculture and home economics and subjects relating there­
to to persons not attending or resident in said colleges in 
the several communities, and imparting information on said 
subjects through demonstrations, publications, and other­
wise, and for the necessary printing and distribution of 
information in connection with the foregoing; as may be 
mutually agreed upon by the Secretary of Agriculture and 
the state agriculture college or colleges receiving the 
benefits of this act. 
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The Agricultural Extension Service was regarded as an adult educa­
tional delivery system that provided research information and services 
to its program clientele. The purpose of the organization was to 
assist people in identifying their educational needs and using 
resources of the land grant system to meet their needs. Most of agri­
cultural extension programs were conducted by utilizing informal 
teacher-learner situations and demonstration techniques. 
Rogers (22) reported that diffusion is a process of communicating 
through certain channels over time among the members of a social system. 
Brereton (6) stated that the diffusion process included five clearly 
defined stages. They were (6, pp. 22-27): 
1. Awareness: Persons recognize that an idea or problem 
exists but lack details. 
2. Interest: Persons seek more information about the idea 
on what, how, and of the potential value of the idea. 
3. Evaluation: The interest becomes more intense and the 
person begins to determine how he or she might utilize 
the idea and how the idea compares to his or her present 
mode of operation. 
4. Trail: The person decides to try the new idea, perhaps 
on a limited scale. 
5. Adoption: To the extent that the person is satisfied 
with the trail stage, he or she begins full-scale use 
of the idea. 
Rogers (22) reported the following classification of adopters (22, 
pp. 248-250): 
1. Innovators: This class of adopters is eager to try a 
new idea. 
2. Early Adopters: This adopter category, more than any 
other, has the greatest degree of opinion leadership 
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in most social systems. The early adopter is considered 
by many as the individual to check with before using a 
new idea. 
3. Early Majority: This class adopts new ideas just before 
the average member of a social system. The early majority 
interact frequently with their peers, but seldom hold 
leadership positions. 
4. Late Majority: This class adopts new ideas just after 
the average member of a social system. Adoption may be 
both an economic necessity and the answer to increasing 
network pressures. 
5. Laggards: This class is the last in a social system to 
adopt an innovation. They possess almost no opinion 
leadership. They are the most localité in their outlook 
of all adopter categories; many are the most near isolates 
in social networks. 
Agricultural educators communicate new research information through 
the diffusion and adoption process. These educators must rely on educa­
tional methods to actually bring about changes in the behavior of their 
program clientele. The classification of adopters re-affirms that 
people go through a process of adopting a new idea and that people do 
not adopt an innovation at one time. 
Boone (3) conducted research on educational methods being utilized 
by agricultural educators in agricultural extension programs. He 
identified three categories of methods being utilized to conduct educa­
tional programs: individual contact methods, group contact methods; 
and mass media contact methods. Individual contact methods were defined 
as methods that agricultural educators and individuals interact through 
one-on-one contact. Specific methods included farm or home visits, 
telephone calls, personal letters, office calls, and correspondences. 
Group contact methods were defined as those in which agricultural 
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educators have direct verbal or visual contact with two or more persons. 
Group contact methods identified were: lectures, discussions, demonstra­
tions, tours, field days, institutes, workshops, seminars, etc. Mass 
media methods were described as teaching techniques used by agricultural 
educators to communicate to large unassembled portions of a population. 
Specific mass media methods include: tele-communications, newspapers, 
magazines, radio, publications, electronic computers, posters, circular 
letters, etc. 
Cole (10) indicated that the mass media message must be interpreted 
by the recipient without benefit of explanation from professional 
sources, unless the message stimulates further contact with agricultural 
extension educators. She reported in a study entitled "Selecting Exten­
sion Teaching Methods" (10, p. 28): 
No one teaching technique is suited to all situations. The 
teaching methods in Extension should be selected carefully 
and specifically and should emanate from a knowledge base 
that addresses all facets of the learning situation. 
Most people would agree that agricultural extension programs have 
been able to reach a larger number of people through the increased use 
of mass media and group methods rather than through individual contact 
methods. Warner and Christenson (28) mentioned that individual methods 
utilized by agricultural extension educators have accounted for one-
half of their time spent at the work setting. They made the following 
statement (28, p. 112): 
As a result, individual methods such as office contacts, 
personnel visits, and telephone calls combined with group 
methods such as conferences and workshops are important 
variables for predicting both the reported number of 
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clientele contacts from the agency records and the use 
patterns as reported in the general population surveys. 
Over the past decade, the emphasis on program evaluation has in­
creased greatly. In agricultural education programs, the evaluation 
process was constantly ongoing and was implemented at the local level 
where most planning for agricultural education programs take place. 
VandeBerg (26) noted that local committees meet frequently with agri­
cultural educators to plan and evaluate agricultural education programs. 
The program clientele constantly evaluate agricultural educators' work 
in an informal manner when they participate in programs. They read and 
hear about educational programs through the public media and constantly 
assess programs. 
More attention in recent years has been focused on program evalua­
tion to assess the program effectiveness and accountability. Brinkerhoff 
et al. (7) describe two evaluation designs in the following statements 
(7, p. 38): 
Summative evaluation is designed to assess the worth of an 
object. It is often requested by funding agents, sponsors 
or administrators who must make fiscal cuts. 
Formative evaluation is used to glean information to improve 
a project, a curriculum, or inservice. It is structured for 
staff use and may sacrifice external credibility for useful­
ness. 
Steele (24) reported in a study entitled "Program Evaluation, A 
Broader Definition" (24, p. 225): 
Program evaluation is the process of judging the worth or 
value of a program. This judgment is formed by comparing 
evidence as to what the program is with criteria as to what 
the program should be. 
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Program evaluation may be undertaken for a number of reasons. 
Boyle (5) indicated that the process of determining the value of a 
program is considered an essential part of the educational process. 
Grotelueschen (15) identified reasons for evaluation that fall into 
one or more of the following categories: (1) justification or accounta 
bility, (2) program improvement, and (3) assisting in planning a future 
educational program. 
Warner and Christenson (28), in a study entitled "The Cooperative 
Extension: A National Assessment," made the following statement about 
program evaluation (28, p. 145): 
The emphasis on client-based evaluation is not intended as 
a replacement for assessments by agency personnel or impact 
studies that document the social and economic value of 
certain programs. Rather, "perception data" should be used 
along with agency generated indicators and value-added 
measures. The end product should then be a more complete 
evaluation that considers that the people who are supposedly 
being served by an agency have experiences and reactions 
that are important in the assessment of performance of the 
agency. 
Cronback et al. (11) reported that (11, pp. 12-13): 
Systematic evaluation is increasingly sought to guide opera­
tions, to assure legislators and planners that they are 
proceeding on sound lines, and to make services responsive 
to their publics. 
When considering evaluation research strategies, Rossi et al. (23) 
identified four conceptual models that could be used to conduct an 
evaluation: (1) evaluation of program planning and development; 
(2) project monitoring evaluation research; (3) impact evaluation; and 
(4) economic efficiency evaluation. 
In addition to the four conceptual models, the Evaluation Research 
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Society Standards Committee (13) identified six major categories of 
evaluation: (1) needs assessment of clients; (2) assessment of program 
goals; (3) assessment of program designs; (4) monitoring program opera­
tions; (5) accountability; and (6) program impact. 
According to Blackburn (2), there was no single evaluation design 
that would assess the effectiveness of agricutlural education programs 
in all circumstances. The assessment of agricultural education programs 
can only be judged on certain criteria. When choosing an evaluation 
model, it is essential that the design features are feasible to assess 
the purpose and goals of the evaluation. 
Related Research 
The literature search introduced several studies that examined the 
perceptions of program clientele toward agricultural extension programs. 
Kantner (17) made the following remarks about the importance of knowing 
the perceptions of program clientele toward extension agricultural 
programs (17, p. 8): 
If Extension wants to continue providing effective programs 
for its clientele, and change with the times, it must know 
the attitudes of clients about the information they receive, 
the effectiveness of agents who deliver the information, 
the appropriateness of the methods used, and whether programs 
meet the needs of clientele. 
Gross (14) conducted a study entitled "Farmers' Attitudes Toward 
Extension." The purpose of the study was to determine the perceptions 
of farmers toward the Missouri Extension Service. The sample consisted 
of 253 small scale farmers living in Clinton County, Missouri. The 
results of the study revealed the following information. Mean scores 
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scores for the younger farmers (26-35) and the older farmers (56 and 
older) were much higher than the mean scores for the middle-aged 
farmers (36-55). There was a strong relationship between frequency of 
contact with the Missouri Extension and high attitude scores for all 
age groups of farmers. There were no significant differences between 
the mean scores of college graduates and farmers having low educational 
levels. There was no significant difference observed between the mean 
scores of farmers when grouped by farm organizations. The farmers that 
participated in the study had a favorable attitude toward the Missouri 
Extension Service. 
Kantner (16) completed a doctoral dissertation at the Pennsylvania 
State University entitled "An Assessment of Extension Agricultural 
Programs as Perceived by Extension Clientele." The purpose of this 
study was to assess the quality of agricultural extension programs by 
comparing both the perceptions of extension educators and extension 
clientele toward the Pennsylvania Cooperative Extension Service. The 
population consisted of 3,280 farmers and 84 extension educators. 
Major findings of the study revealed that extension educators viewed 
the Pennsylvania Extension Service more favorably than did farmers. 
There was a significant difference in the way farmers perceived the 
Pennsylvania Extension Service when grouped by age. Farmers' and exten­
sion educators' source of incomes had a little relationship to the 
extension program ratings. 
Abdel-Rehim (1) completed a study entitled "Clientele and Council 
Officers' Perceptions of the Missouri Agricultural Extension Service." 
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The purpose of this study was to investigate the quality of the Missouri 
Agricultural Extension programs as perceived by extension council 
officers and extension clientele. The sample consisted of 80 extension 
council officers and 240 extension clientele in ten selected rural and 
ten urban counties. Major findings of the study revealed that extension 
council officers and extension clientele in Missouri had a positive 
attitude toward the total Agricultural Extension Service. The exten­
sion clientele had signifiantly lower perceptions than did extension 
council officers concerning the experience and background of area agri­
cultural extension educators. 
Webb (29) completed a study entitled "Role of the Cooperative 
Extension Service as Perceived by Personnel of Other Selected Southwest 
Oklahoma USDA Agencies." The purpose of this study was to assess the 
perceptions of related USDA agency administrators in 20 Southwest 
Oklahoma counties concerning the Oklahoma Cooperative Extension pro­
grams. The findings of the study revealed that educational meetings 
and personal contact seemed to be the most effective methods of trans­
ferring information to clientele. A majority of the respondents 
indicated that their contact with Oklahoma Cooperative Extension Service 
had come through their family involvement with 4-H and their personal 
involvement with agricultural programs. 
In summary, the review of literature has revealed a background for 
understanding of the intended purpose of the Agricultural Extension 
Service. Educators in agricultural education programs placed emphases 
on the diffusion and adoption process, a teacher-learner strategy that 
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would bring about changes in the behavior or knowledge of the program 
clientele. 
Choice of educational methods made a major impact on agricultural 
education programs. Boone's (3) research reported that mass media 
contact methods used by extension agricultural educators reach large 
unassembled portions of the population. Warner and Christenson (28) 
revealed that individual contact methods used by agricultural educators 
accounted for half of their time spent at the work setting. 
The literature revealed that program evaluation in agricultural 
education programs was constantly ongoing and was generally assessed at 
the local level. More effort was being placed on program evaluation to 
upgrade educational programs that should focus on the needs of clien­
tele. VandeB.erg (26) stated that the program clientele and program 
evaluation specialists were constantly evaluating programs for improve­
ment and accountability. 
Research study by Gross (14) described that farmers had a favor­
able attitude toward the Missouri Extension Service. Kantner (16) 
reported that the major source of income had little relationship to 
program ratings given by respondents. The review of literature sup­
ports the rationale for this study. 
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METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
This chapter describes the methods and procedures used to conduct 
this investigation under the following subheadings: (1) Design of 
Study; (2) Sample Selection; (3) Instrumentation; (4) Selection of 
Scale; (5) Data Collection and Coding; and (6) Analysis of Data. 
Design of Study 
The design used in this study was a descriptive survey design. 
Van Dal en (25) mentioned that descriptive survey methods are used to 
obtain information concerning the current status of the phenomena. 
In descriptive research, the questionnaire is commonly used to collect 
data. In this study, the questionnaire was selected because it reaches 
many people quickly and at a relatively low cost. 
Sample Selection 
The population for this investigation included 410 agricultural­
ists who were identified in the following selected groups: (1) 133 
county supervisors and assistant county supervisors of the Farmers Home 
Administration; (2) 127 district soil conservationists and soil 
conservationists of the Soil Conservation Service; and (3) 150 managers 
of agribusinesses in Iowa. A current directory of the county super­
visors and assistant county supervisors of FmHA was obtained from the 
State Office of Farmers Home Administration located in Des Moines, Iowa. 
Also, a current directory of the district soil conservationists and soil 
conservationists was obtained from the State Office of Soil Conservation 
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Service located in Des Moines, Iowa. A list of addresses of agri­
businesses was obtained from a select list of agribusinesses on file 
in the Department of Agricultural Education at Iowa State University. 
Each name appearing on the three lists was assigned a consecutive 
number for use in selecting the desired sample. 
Consultation with statistical sampling personnel at Iowa State 
University revealed that a sample size of 30 to 40 respondents in each 
subgroup would allow for appropriate statistical analysis. Based on 
the population, it was recommended that 165 participants (40 percent 
of the population) be selected randomly for this study. A sample size 
of 10 to 20 percent of a population is often used in descriptive 
research (25). 
A stratified random sample of each responding group was selected as 
participants in this study. This sampling method was desirable because 
the subgroups in the study population were to be represented in equal 
numbers in the study sample (4). One hundred-five participants were 
selected for the sample population (35 participants in each group), 
representing nearly 26 percent of the population. Questionnaires were 
sent to participants who were selected for the sample population. 
In order to ensure equal subgroups, substitute sampling should be 
used and twenty additional participants were selected from each of the 
groups. The substitute sample consisted of 60 participants (20 from 
each group) and represented 14 percent of the population. Question­
naires were sent to the participants to be used as substitutes for non-
respondents in the sample population at the same time that questionnaires 
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were sent to the selected study participants. All participants for 
this study were selected using a computer program to generate random 
numbers. Chapman described the substitution procedure used in this 
study in the following statements (9, pp. 46-61): 
With a random substitution procedure, an additional population 
unit is selected on a probability basis to replace each non-
respondent. Usually the substitute for a particular non-
respondent is chosen from a restricted population subgroup 
(e.g., the same block, areas, strata, or group of strata from 
which the nonrespondent was selected). In such cases, it is 
assured that the characteristics of a substitute selected from 
a population subgroup will be more nearly those of the non-
respondent than would the characteristics of a substitute 
selected from the entire population. 
Whenever substitutes are used in a survey, care should be 
taken (1) to keep accurate records of which units are substi­
tutes, (2) to identify which data records are obtained from 
substitute units, (3) to report the level of substitution, 
and (4) to treat the substitutes as nonresponse cases when 
calculating the survey response rate. 
Instrumentation. 
The instrument was developed after an extensive review of the 
literature on agricultural education programs and suggestions made by 
personnel of Iowa State University. The instrument was designed to 
assess the perceptions of selected groups regarding the need and 
importance of agricultural education programs. A section was added to 
the questionnaire which sought demographic information about each of 
the participants. 
The instrument was validated by using faculty and graduate students 
from the Department of Agricultural Education at Iowa State University. 
They were asked to critique the instrument for clarity. Selected 
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personnel of the FmHA, SCS, and Agribusinesses were selected to partici­
pate in a pilot test, in an effort to strengthen the instrument. 
Their responses were very useful for improving validity in the 
instrument. 
The questionnaire was divided into the following sections: 
(1) appraisal by respondents regarding their involvement and contact 
with agricultural education programs; (2) appraisal by respondents 
regarding the importance of program areas in agricultural education; 
(3) appraisal by respondents regarding the effectiveness of education 
methods in agricultural education; (4) appraisal by respondents regard­
ing the importance of agricultural education programs; and (5) demo­
graphic characteristics of the respondents. 
The respondents were instructed to express their perceptions 
regarding agricultural education programs in the space provided for 
each item on the questionnaire. Examples of how the scale was to be 
used were provided with instructions for each section of the question­
naire. 
Selection of Scale 
A 99-point scale was used by the respondents to express their 
feelings toward each questionnaire item. The 1 to 99 scale was used 
because it is the belief of the investigator that it is easier for a 
person to conceptualize when responding to the questionnaire items. 
This type scale allowed for more accurate responses when using partici­
pants of different educational experiences and backgrounds (30). 
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According to Liu (19), the number of units in a measurement scale 
depends upon the well-defined traits and individuals' backgrounds. He 
mentioned that traits which are well-defined and individuals with 
similar backgrounds are allowed the use of fewer units in the measure­
ment scale. The respondents used in this study had different back­
grounds and varying levels of formal education. Using the 1 to 99 
scale improved the validity of the measure (30). 
Wolins and Dickinson (30) reported that the transformation weights 
the responses at the ends of the scale higher and gives lower weights 
to those responses in the center of the scale. The scores were trans­
formed to normal deviates to be used in the analysis of the data. 
The transformed scores were adjusted to eliminate decimals, fractions, 
and negative values. 
Data Collection and Coding 
Collection of the data was completed by mailed questionnaires to 
the participants. A copy of the cover letter and questionnaire is in 
Appendix A. One hundred sixty-five questionnaires were mailed to the 
participants on March 31, 1987. They were to complete the instrument at 
their convenience and return it to the Department of Agricultural Educa­
tion at Iowa State University in self-addressed, stamped envelopes. 
A follow-up letter was mailed to nonrespondents on April 14, 1987, 
which emphasized the need for the study and the importance of their 
participation in this study. A copy of the follow-up letter is in 
Appendix B. In the sample population, a total of 63 participants 
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completed and returned the questionnaire, representing 24 Farmers Home 
Administration, 24 Soil Conservation Service, and 15 Agribusinesses 
personnel. The respondents in the substitute sample were used to 
replace nonrespondents in each subgroup. 
The questionnaires were coded with four-digit numbers, and those 
numbers were used to identify the participants as they returned their 
completed questionnaires. The first number represented the study groups 
(1001) and was based on where the participants were employed. The 
remaining numbers represented the participant's code number (1001). The 
code numbers were used to eliminate confusion in the data collection. 
The completed questionnaires were reviewed for accuracy and pre­
pared for analysis. A coding system was developed to code all the 
questionnaires consistently. After the questionnaires were coded, they 
were transferred to the Iowa State University Computation Center system 
for analysis. 
Analysis of Data 
Data collected in this study were analyzed using the Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSSx). All statistical testing was 
performed using a 0.05 level of significance as a critical standard. 
Data were analyzed and summarized using the following statistical 
procedures: 
1. The program FREQUENCIES was used to determine means, standard 
deviation, and frequency counts for the demographic variables 
of the respondents. 
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The program RELIABILITY was used for post hoc reliability test­
ing on selected instrument items. 
The program ONEWAY was used to determine if any differences 
existed in the perceptions among respondent groups. 
The program T-TEST was used to determine if any differences 
existed in the perceptions between respondent groups. 
The program PROBIT was used to transform the ratings to 
normal deviates. 
The program FACTOR was used to identify a small number of 
variables which could be used to represent the relationships 
among sets of many interrelated variables. 
Definition of Terms 
Agribusiness - Consists of several million farm units and several 
thousand business units, each an independent entity and free to 
make management decisions (12). 
Agricultural education - The broad instructional areas of vocational 
education in agriculture. 
Agricultural educator - An individual who provides subject matter and 
planned learning experiences designed to develop knowledge and 
skills necessary for the production of plants and animals, and 
to provide practice in making managerial decisions in the science 
and technology of producing and marketing agricultural products. 
Perception - The ability to link what is sensed with past events in 
order to give meaning to situations (25). 
3. 
4. 
5. 
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Assumptions 
The perceptions of the respondent groups should be considered 
since these groups have a significant influence on program content in 
agricultural education programs. 
The importance of this study should be based on reliable informa­
tion that was obtained from the respondent groups. 
The results in the study should meet the established objectives. 
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FINDINGS 
The purpose of this study was to assess the perceptions of 
Farmers Home Administration, Soil Conservation Service, and Agri­
business personnel toward agricultural education programs. As noted 
in Methods and Procedures, 63 responses (60.0 percent) were received 
for the selected sample population and 45 responses (75.0 percent) were 
received from the substitute population. The final response was 108 
participants (65.4 percent). All respondents were included in this 
study. 
The findings of this study were organized under the following 
headings: 1) Description of Respondents, 2) Transformation of Scale 
and Analysis of Instrument Reliability, 3) Perceptions toward Agri­
cultural Education Programs, 4) Factor Analysis of .Questionaire Items, 
5) Respondent Demographic Influences, and 6) Major Findings. 
Description of Respondents 
A description of the respondents is provided in Table 1. It was 
observed that 88.0 percent of the respondents were males. The average 
age of respondents was 36.9 years and the respondents between the age 
26 to 30 represented 22.2 percent of the population. Average years for 
participants being employed in their present position were 9.3 years, 
and 42.6 percent of the respondents were employed 1 to 5 years in that 
position. 
Average years of formal education among the participants was 16 
years (68.5 percent of the population). Forty-seven respondents (43.5 
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Table 1. Description of the respondents 
Variable Descri ptor Frequency Percent 
Sex (N=108) 
Age of respondent 
Area of 
Responsibility 
Respondent years 
of experience in 
present position 
Males 
Females 
20 to 25 years 
26 to 30 years 
31 to 35 years 
36 to 40 years 
41 to 45 years 
46 to 50 years 
51 to 55 years 
56 or older 
Mean = 36.917 
Standard Deviation = 10.730 
Soil conservation practices 
Managing farm loans 
Agribusiness related 
I to 5 years 
6 to 10 years 
II to 15 years 
16 to 20 years 
21 or more years 
Mean = 9.361 
Standard Deviation = 8.571 
95 
13 
13 
24 
19 
20 
7 
8 
10 
7 
39 
40 
29 
46 
28 
9 
13 
12 
88.0 
12.0 
12.0 
22.2 
17.6 
18.5 
6.5 
7.4 
9.3 
6.5 
36.1 
37.0 
26.9 
42.6 
25.9 
8.3 
T2.0 
11.1 
Years of formal 
education 
Respondent first 
heard about 
agricultural 
education programs 
12 years 
13 years 
14 years 
15 years 
16 years 
17 years 
18 years 
20 years 
Mean = 15.676 
Standard Deviation = 1.426 
Family 
Friends/neighbors 
Mass media 
Other 
Mean = 2.843 
Standard Deviation = 1.025 
9 
3 
5 
1 
74 
13 
2 
1 
18 
12 
47 
31 
8.3 
2 .8  
4.6 
0.9 
68.5 
12.0 
1.9 
0.9 
16.7 
11.1 
43.5 
28.7 
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Table 1. (Continued) 
Variable Descriptor Frequency Percent 
Respondent use of 
agricultural 
education programs 
Never 4 3.7 
Seldom 23 21.3 
Some 63 58.3 
Much 18 16.7 
Mean = 2.880 
Standard Deviation = 0.720 
Employment in agri­
cultural education 
programs 
Years of 
experience 
Position in 
agricultural 
education programs 
Yes 
No 
None 
I to 10 years 
II to 20 years 
21 to 40 years 
None 
Vo Ag teacher/SCS 
Teacher 
Soil Conservation Service 
Vo Ag teacher 
43 
65 
65 
24 
9 
10 
65 
2 
2 
36 
3 
39.8 
6 0 . 2  
6 0 . 2  
22 .2  
8.3 
9.3 
60 .2  
1.9 
1.9 
33.3 
2 . 8  
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percent) indicated that they first heard about agricultural education 
programs through the mass media. It was noted that 63 respondents used 
agricultural education programs "some" and that 4 respondents revealed 
they never used the agricultural education programs. The majority of 
the respondents had never been employed in an agricultural education 
program. 
Data in Table 2 reveal demographic characteristics by respondent 
group. It was observed that the 20 participants employed in agri­
cultural education programs had participated in these program from 1 
to 10 years. It was further observed that agribusiness respondents 
had never been employed in agricultural education programs. 
Transformation of Scale and Analysis of ' 
Instrument Reliability 
The SPSSx procedure PROBIT (21) was used to transform the values 
of the one to ninety-nine scale into normal deviates. The scale value 
1 was transformed to -2.33, 50 was transformed to 00.0, and 99 was 
transformed to 2.33. To eliminate negative numbers, the researcher 
multiplied each value by 100 and added 500 to the transformation scale. 
The new values in the transformation scale were 267 replacing 1, 383 
replacing 25, 500 replacing 50, 616 replacing 75 and 733 replacing 99 on 
the new scale. The transformed values were used to analyze the data for 
this study. 
Cronbach's alpha was used to test reliability of the instrument. 
The instrument consisted of eighty-eight agricultural related statements 
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Table 2. Description of respondents by respondent group 
Variable FmHA 
Group 
ses Agri -business 
(N=40) (N=39) (N=29 
Sex Males 32 35 28 
Females 8 4 1 
Age of respondent Mean 32.50 38.18 41.31 
Standard Deviation 9.38 10.51 10.84 
Respondent years 1 to 5 years 28 n 7 
of experience in 6 to 10 years 8 10 10 
present position 11 to 15 years 1 6 6 
21 or more 1 7 4 
Mean = 4.65 12.15 12.10 
Standard Deviation = 4.90 8.74 9.65 
Years of formal 12 years 2 0 7 
education 13 years 0 0 3 
14 years 0 0 5 
15 years 0 0 1 
16 years 31 33 10 
17 years 6 5 2 
18 years 1 1 0 
20 years 0 0 1 
Mean = 16.00 16.18 14.55 
Standard Deviation 1.04 0.45 2.05 
Respondent first Family 4 9 5 
heard about Friends/neighbors 5 1 6 
agricultural Mass media 19 14 14 
education programs Other 12 15 4 
Mean = 2.97 2.90 2.59 
Standard Deviation = 0.92 0.49 0.95 
Respondent use of Never 0 0 4 
agricultural Seldom 11 5 7 
education programs Some 24 23 15 
Much 4 11 4 
Mean = 2.82 3.15 2.57 
Standard Deviation 0.59 0.63 0.87 
Employment in Yes 4 39 0 
agricultural No 36 0 29 
education programs 
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Table 2. (Continued) 
Group 
variable FmHA SCS 
Years of experience 1 to 10 years 2 20 0 
11 to 21 years 2 9 0 
21 or more 0 10 0 
Position in Vo Ag Teacher/SCS 0 2 0 
agricultural Teacher/SCS 0 2 0 
education ses 1 35 0 
programs Vo Ag Teacher 3 0 0 
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and all of the composite reliability coefficients were 0.92 or above. 
The total reliability of the 88 scaled items was 0.96 (Table 3). 
Table 3. Instrument item reliability coefficients® 
Involvement in agricultural activities 27 0.92 
Program areas in agriculture 25 0.95 
Methods used in agriculture 24 0.95 
Perceptions toward agricultural program 12 0.94 
Total reliability 88 0.96 
^Cronbach's alpha. 
Perceptions toward Agricultural Education Programs 
The respondents' involvement with agricultural education programs 
is summarized in Table 4. The overall involvement mean score was 
354.25. It was observed that "soil conservation field tours" had the 
highest mean among the involvement items. It had a mean score of 
479.48. It was also observed that "farm decision making meetings" had 
the second highest mean score. It was noted that "fruit production 
field demonstrations" had the lowest mean. The mean score for this 
response was 286.85. 
Information presented in Table 5 provides the program importance 
in agricultural education. The respondents' overall mean score was 
505.31. It was noted that "soil conservation practices" had the highest 
mean among the program items. The mean score for this response was 
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Table 4. Means, standard deviations and mean ranks for involvement 
activities 
Item Mean Standard deviation 
Rank 
among 
means 
N=108 
How involved have you been in: 
Fruit production field demonstrations 286.85 51 .65 27 
Crops pesticide demonstrations 390.56 106 .06 5 
Soybeans variety field tours 363.12 107 .26 13 
Timber production field tours 338.50 101 .30 18 
Swine production meetings 359.62 111 .70 15 
Computer workshops 369.14 102 .26 10 
Evaluation of country agricultural 
education programs 375.89 107 .96 7 
Livestock marketing meetings 361.83 103 .04 14 
Vegetable production field 
demonstrations 305,41 83. 12 22 
Soil conservation field tours 479.48 187 .83 1 
Home gardening demonstrations 300.21 72 .70 23 
New machinery demonstrations 375.14 109 .76 8 
Chemical safety meetings 393.47 114 .78 4 
Poultry marketing meetings 292.84 61 .19 • 26 
Fruit and vegetable marketing 
meetings 293.72 61 .43 24 
Planning country agricultural 
education activities 379.05 113, .72 6 
Farm decision making meetings 419.36 126 .67 2 
Cattle production meetings 357.09 96, .25 17 
Corn variety field tours 367.57 108, .51 12 
Serving on agricultural education 
committees and boards 372.35 114. ,29 9 
Dairy production meetings 319.12 82, .06 20 
Livestock health and disease meetings 337.22 91, .39 19 
Sheep production meetings 311.08 72, .36 21 
Farm policy meetings 395.61 114, ,14 3 
Crops marketing meetings 368.35 103, .97 11 
Poultry production meetings 293.50 61, .49 25 
Other grain crops production meetings 358.51 92. ,78 16 
Overal1 354.25 57. ,20 
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Table 5. Means, standard deviations, and mean ranks for perceptions 
of program content importance activities 
Item Mean Standard deviation 
Rank 
among 
means 
N=108 
How important are agricultural 
education programs for: 
Crop marketing 556.45 90.04 5 
Crop production and management 557.56 93.51 4 
Soil conservation practices 582.68 100.48 1 
Crop pesticides 544.29 88.81 8 
New crop varieties 515.08 77.91 12 
Use of computers in crop production 507.31 71.88 15 
Agricultural credit 552.18 87.94 7 
Financial planning 576.19 97.51 2 
Marketing systems 552.61 86.49 6 
Farm machinery 479.70 75.81 17 
Farm policy 529.11 89.80 11 
Making decisions 542.93 88.62 10 
Use of computers in farm management 514.12 78.31 14 
Vegetable production 440.74 93.68 20 
Fruit production • 433.18 90.89 23 
Turf management 422.46 88.89 24 
Fruit and vegetable pesticides 434.59 92.50 22 
Use of computers in horticulture 421.39 93.28 25 
Livestock marketing 544.02 88.99 9 
Poultry marketing 457.01 98.15 18 
Livestock records 567.99 95.46 3 
Use of computers in poultry 
production 439.18 101.01 21 
Livestock breeding and reproduction 514.41 77.59 13 
Poultry production 444.69 96.55 19 
Use of computers in livestock 
production 503.57 77.95 16 
Overall 505.31 61.27 
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582.68. The second highest mean among program items was "financial 
planning". It was also noted that "use of computers in horticulture" 
had the lowest mean. It had a mean score of 421.39. 
Data presented in Table 6 provide the perceptions of respondents 
toward teaching methods used in agricultural education programs. The 
group overall mean was 502.37. It was observed that "farm visits" had 
the highest mean among the method items. The mean score for this 
response was 554.34. It was noted that "demonstrations" had the second 
highest mean among the method items. The least observed method was 
"audio program instructions". It had a mean score of 460.10. 
The respondents' reactions to items related to the importance of 
agricultural education programs are summarized in Table 7. The overall 
mean for the importance of agricultural education programs was 568.82. 
It was noted that the most important perception was that "information 
provided by programs be accurate." It had a mean score of 627.60. 
The second most important perception was that "program information be 
current". The least important statement was that "program participants 
serve on committees and boards". The mean score for this response was 
507.50. 
Data in Table 8 provide information concerning the involvement of 
respondents in agricultural programs by respondent group. The one-way 
analysis of variance (20) was used to determine the significant dif­
ferences among the Farmers Home Administration, Soil Conservation 
Service, and agribusiness group means. The overall mean for the Farmers 
Home Administration group respondent was 340.87. It was noted that 
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Table 6. Means, standard deviations, and mean ranks for perceptions 
of the effectiveness of methods 
Item Mean Standard deviations 
Rank 
among 
means 
How effective are the following 
methods: 
N=108 
County meetings 508.01 60 .82 10 
Local community meetings 525.36 61 .75 4 
Farm visits 554.34 85 .15 1 
Field days 528.05 71 .21 3 
Seminars 517.53 60 .61 5 
Telephone conferences 460.52 72 .06 23 
Audio program instructions 460.10 62 .64 24 
Office conferences 497.55 72 .53 14 
Demonstrations 533.72 65 .86 2 
Television programs 506.26 60, .50 12 
Radio programs 495.59 58 .20 16 
Newspapers and magazines 507.06 59, .40 11 
Newsletters 511.53 63, .28 8 
Panel discussions 495.34 67. .25 18 
New stories 500.16 59. 30 13 
Bulletins 497.21 62, .41 15 
Educational displays 475.86 56. 97 22 
Use of computers 485.55 52, .64 20 
Video tape programs 481.60 55. ,23 21 
Workshops 514.34 61. .43 7 
Institutes 489.92 63. ,54 19 
Short courses 508.82 63. ,57 9 
Lecture-di scuss i on 495.60 62. 62 16 
Group discussions 515.90 69. ,99 6 
Overall 502.37 44. 29 
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Table 7. Means, standard deviations, and mean ranks for the 
importance of perception statements 
Item Mean Standard deviation 
Rank 
among 
means 
N=108 
How important is it that; 
Program participants assist in 
planning education programs 529.49 66.73 11 
Program participants assist in 
evaluating program activities 540.83 58.70 10 
Program information be current 616.61 80.07 2 
Effective methods be used in 
agricultural education programs 588.67 74.40 4 
Information provided by programs 
be prompt 580.01 73.97 6 
Programs meet expectations of 
clients 584.32 74.02 5 
Information provided by programs 
be accurate 627.60 84.49 1 
Program participants serve on 
committees and boards 507.50 67.85 12 
Programs be centered on the needs 
of clientele 592.34 70.26 3 
Program information be based on 
research 554.26 66.07 8 
Individualized instructions help 
clients solve problems 556.02 71.39 7 
Informal methods be used in 
providing information 546.51 72.55 9 
Overall . 568.82 56.17 
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Table 8. Means, standard deviations, mean ranks, F-values and F-
probabilities for the involvement of respondents in agri­
cultural education programs by group 
Groups p_ p_ 
"mm ses -n^ss Total value prob. 
P4Ô i#39 P29 PTCiS 
How involved have 
you been in: 
Fruit production 286.25 298.40 284.24 286.85 0.86 0.92 
field demonstrations SD 53.35 51.47 51.17 51.65 
PC 27 25 26 27 
Crop pesticide 364.12 414.81 394.40 390.56 2.34 0.10 
demonstrations 105.05 86.65 124.86 106.06 
8 6 6 5 
Soybeans variety 354.91 335.35 411.80 363.12 4.72 0.01* 
field tours 95.93 80.89 136.53 107.26 
n 16 4 13 
Timber production 305.51 406.87 292.04 338.50 18.70 0.00** 
field tours 70.82 114.01 65.48 101.30 
20 8 25 18 
Swine production •• 373.48 304.56 412.68 359.62 9.51 0.00** 
meetings 101.15 58.54 145.41 111.70 
6 21 3 15 
Computer workshops 385.32 346.84 376.81 369.14 1.52 0.22 
106.79 88.15 111.36 102.26 
5 13 12 10 
Evaluation of county 345.93 412.75 367.62 375.89 4.12 0,02* 
agricultural educa- 98.89 109.75 106.43 107.96 
tion programs 13 7 14 7 
Livestock marketing 392.87 317.86 378.15 361.83 6.29 0.00** 
meetings 112.64 69.89 109.29 103.04 
2 18 10 14 
Vegetable production 291.67 '327.22 295.02 305.41 2.16 0.12 
field demonstrations 58.54 109.76 65.11 83.12 
3 17 24 22 
, M = mean. 
°SD = Standard deviation. 
P = Position among means. 
*Significant at the 0.05 level. 
**Significant at the 0.01 level. 
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Table 8. (Continued) 
Groups F— p — 
Item FmHA SCS business Total value prob. 
Soil conservation M 
field tours SD 
P 
Home gardening 
demonstrations 
New machinery 
demonstrations 
Chemical safety 
meetings 
Poultry marketing 
meetings 
Fruit and vegetable 
marketing meetings 
Planning county 
agricultural educa­
tion activities 
Farm decision 
making meetings 
Cattle production 
meetings 
Corn variety field 
tours 
Serving on agri­
cultural education 
committees and boards 
Dairy production 
meetings 
368.29 682.98 359.19 
106.57 95.55 127.60 
7 1 15 
292.28 299.58 312.00 
53.23 62.43 103.57 
22 23 23 
339.40 431.45 348.72 
95,51 101.09 111.79 
15 3 16 
357.35 382.74 457.71 
104.44 90.94 132.79 
10 10 1 
291.00 278.78 314.28 
56.85 32.17 87.44 
24 26 22 
285.85 309.66 283.18 
46.46 79.48 47.78 
27 20 27 
322.03 468.28 337.69 
86.32 93.10 98.87 
18 2 18 
447.98 405.12 399.05 
138.20 111.84 125.05 
1 9 5 
360.94 337.22 377.85 
98.80 86.68 102.69 
9 14 11 
340.08 359.42 416.17 
96.27 85.55 135.55 
14 12 2 
313.84 420.51 388.27 
81.25 111.71 124.11 
19 4 7 
329.43 303.96 325.28 
87.34 63.07 95.90 
17 22 19 
479.48 106.59 0.00** 
187.83 
1 
300.21 0.62 0.54 
72.70 
23 
374.14 9.36 0.00** 
109.76 
8 • 
393.47 7.51 0.00** 
114.78 
4 
292.84 2.93 0.06 
61.19 
26 
293.72 2.11 0.13 
61.43 
24 
379.05 28.79 0.00** 
113.72 
6 
419.36 1.66 0.19 
126.67 
2 
357.09 1.53 0.22 
96.25 
17 
367.57 4.59 0.02* 
108.51 
12 
372.35 10.60 0.00** 
114.29 
9 
319.12 1.06 0.35 
82.06 
20 
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Table 8. (Continued) 
Groups 
Item FmHA SCS business Total value prob. 
Livestock health and M 339.01 299.52 385.46 337.22 8.38 0.00** 
disease meetings SD 90.25 55.30 109.68 91.39 
P 16 24 8 19 
Sheep production 300.19 313.72 322.54 311.08 0.84 0.43 
meetings 59.35 76.01 83.35 72.36 
21 19 20 21 
Farm policy 386.01 420.46 375.42 395.61 1.53 0.22 
meetings 106.25 119.56 115.10 114.14 
4 5 13 3 
Crop marketing 389.61 336.36 382.04 368.35 3.05 0.05 
meetings 107.66 78.33 120.70 103.97 
3 15 9 11 
Poultry production 287.97 278.08 321.88 293.50 4.79 0.01* 
meetings 47.06 32.11 93.56 61.49 
25 27 21 25 
Other grain crops 352.06 373.46 347.31 358.51 0.81 0.45 
production meetings 98.20 84.59 96.19 92.78 
12 11 17 16 
Overall 340.87 365.15 358,03 354.25 1.89 0.15 
58.97 49.55 62.39 57.20 
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these respondents were most involved in "farm decision making meetings". 
The mean for this item was 447.98 and the standard deviation was 138.20. 
The item in which these respondents were least involved was "fruit pro­
duction field demonstrations". The overall mean of soil conservation 
service respondent was 365.15. It was noted that these respondents were 
most involved in "soil conservation field tours". It was further 
observed that they were least involved in "poultry production" (mean = 
278.08). The overall mean of agribusiness respondents was 358.03. 
It was observed that these respondents were most involved in "chemical 
safety meetings". The mean for this item was 457.71, and the standard 
deviation was 132.79. For this group, it was observed that they were 
least involved in "fruit and vegetable marketing meetings". The overall 
mean, for the 27 items in Table 8 was 354.25, and the item in which the 
respondents had been most involved was "soil conservation field tours". 
The item that respondents were least involved in was "fruit production 
fruit demonstrations". 
F-values ranged from 106.59 to 0.62, and the overall F-value was 
1.89. It was observed that thirteen items had significant differences 
among means, namely: "soybeans variety field tours", "timber produc­
tion field tours", "swine production meetings", "evaluation of county 
agricultural education programs", "livestock marketing meetings", 
"chemical safety meetings", "planning county agricultural education 
activities", "corn variety field tours", "serving on agricultural edu­
cation committees and boards", "livestock health and disease meetings", 
and "poultry production meetings". 
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Means that were significantly different were presented in Table 9. 
Schèffé post-hoc test was used to determine the significant differences 
among group means at the 0.05 level of probability. Comparisons were 
made among group mean differences. 
Table 9. Results of the Schèffé post-hoc test for significant mean 
differences among groups 
Groups .. 
Tf FmHA FmHA and SCS and 
and agri- agri-
SCS business business 
Soybean variety field tours 
Timber production field tours 
Swine production field tours 
Evaluation of country agricultural 
education programs 
Livestock marketing meetings 
Soil conservation field tours 
New machinery demonstrations 
Chemical safety meetings 
Planning county agricultural 
education programs 
Corn variety field tours 
Serving on agricultural education 
committees and boards 
Livestock health and 
disease meetings 
Poultry production meetings 
•Significant at the 0.05 level. 
The importance of programs in agricultural education is presented 
in Table 10. It was observed that the groups' total overall mean was 
505.31 and the most important item was "financial planning". It was 
further observed that the least important item was "use of computers 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
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Table 10. Means, standard deviations, mean ranks, F-values, and F-
probabilities for the importance of program areas in agri­
cultural education programs by respondent group 
Item F- F-
FmHA SCS Total value prob. 
TRO ip39 P29 FT08 
How important are 
programs for: 
Crop marketing M®, 583.94 545.56 533.18 556.45 3.25 0.04* 
SD° 70.38 58.36 132.86 90.04 
pC 5 4 5 5 
Crop production and 569.76 561.66 535.22 557.56 1.21 0.30 
management 75.64 67.54 136.02 93.51 
8 2 4 4 
Soil conservation 573.22 623.85 540.35 582.68 6.66 0.00** 
65.14 90.77 130.93 100.48 
7 13 1 
Crop pesticides 553.11 558.87 512.49 544.29 2.66 0.07 
67.55 69.81 125.36 88.81 
9 3 9 8 
New crop varieties 524.81 519.64 495.54 515.08 1.30 0.28 
80.37 57.94 95.32 77.91 
14 12 12 12 
Use of computers in 523.95 503.42 489.57 507.31 2.05 0.13 
crop production 64.13 51.31 98.49 71.88 
15 16 13 15 
Agricultural credit 598.84 523.35 526.58 552.18 10.55 0.00** 
73.99 45.79 118.90 87.94 
3 11 6 7 
Financial planning 636.08 536.97 546.33 576.19 15.28 0.00** 
73.05 55.44 128.61 97.51 
1 7  2  2  
Marketing systems 594.95 537.84 515.55 552.61 9.11 0.00** 
69.38 68.71 105.62 86.49 
4 6 8 6 
?M = Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation. 
P = Position among means. 
*Significant at the 0.05 level. 
**Significant at the 0.01 level. 
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Table 10. (Continued) 
Groups 
Item FmHA SCS business Total value prob. 
Farm machinery M 478.09 492.67 464.47 479.70 1.17 0.31 
SD 73.40 47.84 104.27 75.81 
P 17 17 17 17 
Farm policy 527.02 544.76 510.93 529.11 1.20 0.30 
76.38 59.76 130.96 89.80 
13 5 11 11 
Making decisions 573.06 526.62 523.30 542.93 3.88 0.02* 
81.72 62.35 115.61 88.62 
7 10 7 10 
Use of computers in 531.45 517.14 486.22 514.12 2.95 0.05 
farm management 70.99 48,85 108.59 78.31 
12 13 15 14 
Vegetable production 439.05 458.85 418.71 440.74 1.55 0.22 
98.68 75.99 105.71 93.68 
19 22 22 20 
Fruit production 429.51 451.26 413.93 433.18 1.47 0.23 
94.09 74.28 104.36 90.89 
21 23 23 23 
Turf management 410.91 433.46 423.61 422.46 0.63 0.53 
98.33 71.81 96.81 88.89 
25 25 21 24 
Fruit and vegetable 424.70 463.47 410.40 434.59 3.20 0.04* 
pesticides 99.97 63.52 106.13 92.50 
23 26 24 22 
Use of computers in 415.03 443.03 401.82 421.37 1.78 0.17 
horticulture 99.10 76.18 102.47 93.28 
24 24 25 25 
Livestock marketing 583.37 527.20 511.78 544.02 7.26 0.00** 
68.72 57.66 123.85 88.89 
6 9 10 9 
Poultry marketing 453.05 471.89 442.95 457.01 0.76 0.47 
102.70 74.89 117.64 98.15 
9 18 18 18 
Livestock records 617.11 531.78 547.66 567.99 10.19 0.00** 
83.20 50.71 125.72 95.46 
2  8  1 3  
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Table 10. (Continued) 
Item FmHA 
Groups 
ses Agri­business Total 
F- F-
value prob. 
Use of computers in M 
poultry production SD 
P 
Livestock breeding 
and reproduction 
Poultry production 
Use of computers in 
livestock production 
426.70 459.46 
105.10 68.78 
22 21 
540.75 508.38 
66.16 46.77 
10 14 
432.63 464.38 
105.79 61.95 
20 19 
511.70 
67.76 
16 
506.42 
50.68 
15 
429.81 
126.94 
20 
485.97 
109.19 
16 . 
435.10 
117.78 
19 
488.63 
113.47 
14 
439.18 
101.01 
21 
514.41 
77.59 
13 
444.69 
96.55 
19 
503.57 
77.95 
16 
1.20 0.30 
4.67 0.01* 
1.24 0.29 
0.77 0.46 
Overall 518.61 
50.65 
508.37 
35.13 
483.60 
91.47 
505.31 
61.27 
2.83 0.06 
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in horticulture". The mean for this item was 421.39 and the standard 
deviation was 93.28. It was noted that the agribusiness overall group 
mean was 483.60 and the most important item was "livestock records". 
It was further noted the least important item for this group was "use 
of computers in horticulture". The soil conservation service group had 
an overall mean of 508.37. The most important item for this group was 
"soil conservation practices" and it had a mean score of 625.85. "Turf 
management" was the least important item. It was noted that the Farmers 
Home Administration's overall group mean was 518.61 and was the highest 
overall mean among the other groups. It was further noted that the most 
important item was "financial planning" and the item least important 
was "turf management". 
Ten program items had significant F-values: "crop marketing", 
"soil conservation practices", "agricultural credit", "financial 
planning", "marketing systems", "making decisions", "fruit and vegetable 
pesticides", "livestock marketing", "livestock records", and "livestock 
breeding and reproduction". Significant differences were observed at 
the 0.05 level of probability. Data in Table 11 reveal those means that 
were significantly different for the above items. Among the items in 
Table 10, the F-values ranged from 15.28 to 0.63. 
Information pertaining to methods used in agricultural education 
programs is presented in Table 12. The overall Farmers Home Administra­
tion mean was 507.24. The method most effective was "farm visits". 
The least effective method was "audio program instructions". It was 
observed that the Soil Conservation Service overall mean was 509.79. 
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Table 11. Results of the Scheffe post-hoc test for significant mean 
differences among groups for importance of program areas 
in agricultural education 
Groups 
Tx-_ FmHA FmHA and SCS and 
and agri- agri-
SCS business business 
Crop marketing * * 
Soil conservation practices 
Agricultural credit * * 
Financial planning * * 
Marketing systems * * 
Making decisions * * 
Fruit and vegetable pesticides * 
Livestock marketing * * 
Livestock records * * 
Livestock breeding and 
reproduction * * 
*Significant at the 0.05 level. 
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Table 12. Means, standard deviations, mean ranks, F-values and F-
probabilities for the effectiveness of methods used in 
agricultural education programs by respondent group 
Groups 
Item FmHA ses Agri­business Total 
F- F-
value prob. 
How effective are the 
following methods: 
County meetings 
SD' 
Local community 
meetings 
Farm visits 
Field days 
Seminars 
Telephone conferences 
Audio program 
instructions 
Office conferences 
Demonstrations 
N=40 
517.89 
55.88 
10 
530.79 
54.99 
4 
562.87 
70.30 
1 
539.73 
62.39 
2 
•530.73 
49.10 
5 
469.51 
66.27 
23 
461.08 
58.19 
24 
515.72 
71.77 
12 
536.61 
57.56 
3 
N=39 
508.55 
58.42 
14 
532.18 
57.90 
4 
584.93 
66.54 
1 
541.62 
51.85 
3 
514.56 
44.85 
8 
466.17 
65.86 
24 
469.02 
48.06 
23 
509.10 
48.42 
13 
552.66 
40.94 
2 
N=29 N=108 
493.13 
69.38 
9 
508.09 
73.90 
2 
499.86 
102.35 
6 
492.85 
93.34 
10 
503.00 
87.01 
4 
440.13 
85.51 
24 
446.33 
83.25 
23 
456.14 
86.38 
22 
503.39 
91.45 
3 
508.01 
60.82 
10 
525.36 
61.75 
4 
554.34 
85.15 
1 
528.05 
71.21 
3 
517.53 
60.61 
5 
460.52 
72.06 
23 
460.10 
62.64 
24 . 
497.55 
72.53 
14 
533.72 
65.86 
2 
1.38 0.26 
1.50 0.22 
9.87 0.00** 
5.01 0.00** 
1.83 0.16 
1.56 0.21 
1.08 0.34 
6.99 0.00** 
4.97 0.00** 
M = Mean. 
°SD = Standard deviation. 
P = Position among means. 
**Significant at the 0.01 level. 
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Table 12. (Continued) 
Groups 
Item FmHA ses Agri -business Total 
F- F-
value prob. 
Television programs 
Radio programs 
Newspapers and 
magazines 
Newsletters 
Panel discussions 
New stories 
Bulletins 
Educational displays 
Use of computers 
Video tape programs 
Workshops 
M 
SD 
P 
511.86 
56.29 
13 
514.35 
52.24 
10 
491.00 513.35 
53.76 45.99 
18 12 
516.88 
53.99 
11 
517.58 
42.53 
7 
519.31 504.74 
59.08 44.26 
9 15 
486.16 
56.03 
19 
507.07 
56.11 
15 
497.58 
49.75 
16 
474.91 
51.27 
22 
484.78 
50.67 
20 
482.65 
58.92 
21 
519.58 
58.03 
8 
514.06 
55.61 
11 
514.53 
37.59 
9 
497.94 
40.91 
17 
483.72 
46.52 
20 
486.85 
47.31 
19 
483.48 
46.91 
21 
519.29 
39.28 
6 
486.47 506.26 
73.95 60.50 
13 12 
477.24 495.59 
72.75 58.20 
19 16 
478.73 507.06 
72.74 59.40 
17 11 
510.14 
88.02 
1 
482.03 
89.46 
15 
470.50 
77.30 
20 
495.67 
96.45 
8 
466.22 
75.27 
21 
484.77 
63.68 
14 
477.56 
62.23 
18 
500.14 
86.49 
5 
511.53 
63.28 
8 
495.34 
67.25 
18 
500.16 
59.30 
13 
497.21 
62.41 
15 
475.86 
56.97 
22 
485.55 
52.64 
20 
481.60 
55.23 
21 
514.34 
61.43 
7 
1.99 0.14 
3.48 0.03* 
4.62 0.01* 
0.52 0.59 
2.49 0.08 
5.32 0.00** 
0.01 0.99 
0.77 0.46 
0.02 0.98 
0.10 0.90 
1.07 0.36 
*Significant at the 0.05 level.  
Table 12. (Continued) 
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Groups F- F-
Item FmHA SCS business Total value prob 
Institutes M 495.43 482.50 492.59 489.92 0.42 0.66 
SD 57.39 43.19 91.46 63.54 
P 17 22 11 19 
Short courses 520.28 504.50 498.50 508.82 1.08 0.34 
55.67 46.01 90.57 63.57 
7 15 7 9 
Lecture-discussion 510.18 491.51 478.94 495.60 2.17 0.12 
58.49 41.60 85.93 62.62 
14 18 16 16 
Group discussions 521.99 528.04 490.93 515.90 2.58 0.08 
54.14 54.57 98.77 69.99 
6 5 12 6 
Overall 507.24 509.79 485.06 502.37 3.04 0.05 
33.56 29.85 66.29 44.29 
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The most effective method for this group was "farm visits", and the 
least effective was "telephone conferences". It was noted that the 
total groups' overall mean was 502.06. The overall means were con­
sistent among the groups. It was further observed that the most 
effective method was "farm visits" and the least effective method was 
"newsletters". Standard deviations among groups were consistent. 
The results of the Scheffe post-hoc test reveal in Table 13 that 
significant differences were observed among the Farmers Home Administra­
tion, Soil Conservation Service, and agribusiness group means. The 
observed mean differences are described as: "farm visits", "field 
days", "office conferences", "demonstrations", "radio programs", 
"newspapers and magazines", and "new stories". The F-values ranged 
from 9.87 to 0.02 and seven significant F-values were observed at the 
0.05 level of probability. 
Table 13. Results of the Scheffe post-hoc test for the significant 
mean difference among groups for the effectiveness of 
methods used in agricultural education programs 
Groups 
FmHA FmHA and ses and 
and agri - agri­
ses business business 
Farm visits * * 
Field days * * 
Office conferences * * 
Demonstrations * * 
Radio programs * 
Newspapers and magazines * * 
New stories * * 
*Significant at the 0.05 level.  
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Information presented in Table 14 reveals that the respondent 
groups perceived "information provided by programs be accurate" to 
be the most important perception. Having "program participants serve 
on committees and boards" was least important. It was noted that all 
group means were nearly equal in value, and the total group mean was 
568.82. Standard deviations were similar as well, and there was no 
significant difference among mean groups. F-values ranged from 1.79 
to 0.15. 
Factor Analysis of Questionnaire Items 
Factor analysis was conducted on 83 questionnaire items using the 
principal components method and varimax rotation. The questionnaire 
items were comprised of four groups: involvement, program content, 
method, and perception statements toward agricultural education 
programs. The factors in the populations were extracted from correla­
tion matrix built from the variables identified. Using the analysis 
of correlation matrix, the eigen value of one appeared to be a logical 
point to ascertain the number of factors underlying the four groups. 
Six factors were extracted from involvement items: "livestock produc­
tion", "agricultural planning", "horticulture and timber production", 
"crops production", "farm planning", and "poultry production". These 
factors and factor loadings are summarized in Table 15. 
Information pertaining to program content factor analysis is pre­
sented in Table 16. Three factors were extracted from the 25 program 
content items. The factors were described by the investigator as: 
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Table 14. Means, standard deviations, mean ranks, F-values and F-
probabilities for perceptions toward agricultural educa­
tion programs by respondent group 
Groups F- F-
Item FmHA SCS business Total value prob 
N=40 N=39 N=29 N=108 
How important is it that: 
Program participants M^. 529.25 530.30 527.99 529.49 0.15 0.98 
assist in education SD 74.47 58.38 68.34 66.73 
programs 11 11 11 11 
Program participants 549.02 541.25 528.52 540.83 1.01 0.37 
assist in evaluating 68.80 38.99 65.53 58.70 
program activities 10 9 10 10 
Program information 619.97 622.47 603.64 616.61 0.50 0.61 
be current 86.41 60.11 95.17 80.07 
2 2 2 2 
Effective methods be 598.23 592.74 569.35 588.67 1.34 0.27 
used in agricultural 77.23 60.24 85.54 74.40 
education programs 4 3 5 4 
Information provided 590.04 580.43 565.08 580.01 0.94 0.39 
by programs be prompt 83.05 57.71 80.31 73.97 
5 6 6 6 
Programs meet 589.03 585.51 576.11 584.32 0.25 0.77 
expectations of 87.08 51.47 82.49 74.02 
clients 6 5 4 5 
Information provided 625.13 635.59 620.01 627.60 0.30 0.74 
by programs be 85.97 70.71 100.75 84.49 
accurate 11 1 
Program participants 510.04 516.14 491,92 507.50 1.08 0.34 
serve on committees 79.23 50.23 71.75 67.85 
and boards 12 12 12 12 
Programs be centered 599.47 590.44 584.78 592.34 0.38 0.69 
on the needs of 79.56 43.73 86.05 70.34 
clientele 3 4 3 3 
.M = Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation. 
^P = Position among means. 
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Table 14. (Continued) 
Groups 
, F- F-
Itetn FmHA SCS business Total value prob. 
Program information M 
be based on research SD 
P 
Individualized 
instructions help 
clients solve problems 
Informal methods be 
used in providing 
information 
Overal1 
563.34 538.40 563.39 
71.88 45.60 78.61 
8 10 7 
567.59 551.99 545.09 
82.58 51.47 77.99 
7 7 8 
553.93 545.12 538.10 
81.77 46.82 88.42 
9 8 9 
574.93 569.24 559.50 
63.99 32.25 69.73 
554.26 1.79 0.17 
66.07 
8 
556.02 0.91 0.40 
71.39 
7 
546.51 0.39 0.67 
72.55 
9 
568.82 0.62 0.54 
56.17 
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Table 15. Factor analysis results of respondents' participation in 
agricultural education programs 
Factor item Loading 
Factor one; (Livestock production) 
How involved have you been in: 
livestock health and disease meetings 0.836 
cattle production meetings 0.809 
swine production meetings 0.705 
dairy production meetings 0.643 
livestock marketing meetings 0.620 
sheep production meetings 0.610 
Factor two: (Agricultural planning) 
How involved have you been in: 
planning county agricultural education activities 0.865 
soil conservation field tours 0.745 
serving on agricultural education committees and 
boards 0.704 
farm policy meetings 0.670 
Factor three: (Horticulture and timber production) 
How involved have you been in: 
vegetable production field demonstrations 0.812 
fruit and vegetable marketing meetings 0.799 
fruit production field demonstration 0.707 
timber production field tours 0.557 
home gardening demonstrations 0.540 
Factor four: (Crop production) 
How involved have you been in: 
soybean variety field tours 0.848 
corn variety field tours 0.749 
crop pesticide demonstrations 0.632 
chemical safety meetings 0.538 
Factor five: (Farm planning) 
How involved have you been in: 
crop marketing meetings 0.733 
farm decision making meetings 0.614 
other grain crop production meetings 0.535 
Factor six; (Poultry production) 
How involved have you been in; 
poultry marketing meetings 0.883 
poultry production meetings 0.709 
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Table 16. Factor analysis results of program content in agricultural 
education 
Factor item Loading 
Factor one: (Horticulture and poultry production) 
How important are agricultural education programs for: 
fruit production 0.926 
fruit and vegetable pesticides 0.892 
vegetable production 0.877 
use of computers in horticulture 0.861 
turf management 0.828 
poultry production 0.671 
poultry marketing 0.615 
Factor two: (Livestock production and farm management) 
How important are agricultural education programs for: 
financial planning 0.855 
marketing systems 0.775 
livestock records 0.721 
agricultural credit 0.694 
livestock marketing 0.677 
making decisions 0.670 
crop marketing 0.655 
livestock breeding and reproduction 0.514 
Factor three: (Crop production and farm management) 
How important are agricultural education programs for: 
crop production and management 0.730 
crop pesticides 0.716 
farm machinery 0.654 
farm policy 0,636 
use of computers in farm management 0.635 
soil conservation practices 0.617 
use of computers in crop production 0.551 
new crop varieties 0.520 
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"horticulture and poultry production", "livestock production and farm 
management", and "crop production and farm management". A rotated 
factor matrix of 0.5 appeared to be a logical point for grouping the 
program content items. 
Information presented in Table 17 provides the factor analysis 
results of 24 method items that are used in agricultural education 
programs. It was observed that five factors were extracted and 
identified by the researcher. They were: "one-on-one and small group 
discussions", "mass communication and group discussions", "mass com­
munication by audio/visual means", "mass communication by visual means", 
and "group discussions". 
Factor analysis results for the 12 perception statements are sum­
marized in Table 18. It was noted that the 12 perception statements 
were extracted to establish one factor that is described as assessing 
agricultural education programs. The factor loading ranged from 0.885 
to 0.589. 
Data presented in Table 19 summarize involvement, program content, 
method, and perception related reliability coefficients for the factors 
extracted through factor analysis. Cronbach's alpha was computed on 
the factors and reliability coefficients for the factors ranged from 
0.79 to 0.95. Based on the strength of the reliability coefficients, 
the involvement, program content, method, and perception related 
factors extracted through factor analysis were considered adequate to 
measure the perceptions of respondents in this study. It was observed 
that the involvement factors had the lowest reliability coefficients 
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Table 17. Factor analysis results of methods used in agricultural 
education programs 
Factor item Loading 
Factor one: (One-on-one and small group discussions) 
How effective are the following methods: 
group discussions 0.790 
farm visits 0.718 
demonstrations 0.694 
workshops 0.682 
field days 0.655 
lecture-discussions 0.644 
office conferences 0.483 
Factor two: (Mass communication and group discussions) 
How effective are the following methods: 
audio program instructions 0.710 
video tape programs 0.645 
use of computers 0.614 
educational displays 0.604 
short courses 0.569 
panel discussions 0.567 
institutes 0.527 
Factor three: (Mass communication by audio/visual means) 
How effective are the following methods: 
radio programs 0.784 
newspapers and magazines 0.741 
television programs 0.729 
Factor four: (Mass communication by visual means) 
How effective are the following methods: 
bulletins 0.754 
newsletters 0.678 
news stories 0.552 
Factor five: (Group discussions) 
How effective are the following methods: 
county meetings 0.885 
local community meetings 0.781 
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Table 18. Factor analysis results of statements relating to agri­
cultural education programs 
Factor item Loading 
Factor one: (Assessing agricultural education programs) 
How important is it that: 
program information be current 
effective methods be used in agricultural 
education programs 
information provided by programs be accurate 
programms meet expectations of clients 
programs be centered on the needs of clientele 
individualized instruction help clients solve 
problems 
information provided programs be prompt 
program participants assist in evaluating 
program activities 
informal methods be used in providing information 
program information be based on research 
program participants assist in planning education 
programs 
program participants serve on committees and 
boards 
0.855 
0.827 
0.823 
0.822 
0.801 
0.755 
0.752 
0.748 
0.719 
0.718 
0.683 
0.589 
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Table 19. Factor reliability coefficients 
Items Alpha 
Involvement factors: 
Livestock production 0.93 
Agricultural planning 0.81 
Horticulture and timber production 0.81 
Crops production 0.89 
Farm planning 0.79 
Poultry production 0.87 
Program content factors: 
Horticulture and poultry production 0.95 
Livestock production and farm management 0.93 
Crop production and farm management 0.93 
Method factors: 
One-on-one and small group methods 0.90 
Mass communication and group discussions 0.91 
Mass communication by audio/visual means 0.89 
Mass communication by visual means 0.84 
Group discussions 0.88 
Perception related factor: 
Assessing agricultural education programs 0.94 
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when compared to the other factors. 
Factor means, standard deviations, and ranking of means are pro­
vided in Table 20. It was observed that the factor "livestock produc­
tion" had the highest mean among the involvement factors. It had a 
mean score of 401.69. It was also observed that "poultry production" 
had the lowest mean among the involvement factors The mean score for 
this response was 293.17. It was noted that "livestock production 
and farm management" had the highest mean among the program content 
factors. It had a mean score of 550.85. The lowest program content 
factor mean was observed for "horticulture and poultry production". 
The mean score for this factor was 435.15. It v/as also noted that the 
factor "one-on-one and small group discussions" had the highest mean 
among the method factors. It had a mean score of 485.51. The factor 
"assessing agricultural education programs" had a mean score of 568.82. 
Data presented in Table 21 summarize the one-way analysis of vari­
ance of factors group as: Farmers Home Administration, Soil Conserva­
tion Service, and agribusiness. Group means for the involvement factor 
"agricultural planning" were significantly different at the 0.01 level. 
Scheffé's multiple range test was used to determine where differences 
existed among these group means. The Soil Conservation Service group 
mean was significantly different from that of the Farmers Home 
Administration and agribusiness group mean. The program content factor 
group mean for "livestock production and farm management" were also 
observed to be significantly different. It was observed that Farmers 
Home Administration group mean was significantly different from that 
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Table 20. Mean values and standard deviations and mean ranks by 
factor 
Factor Mean 
N=108 
Involvement: 
SSL S 
Livestock production 340 .91 76 .93 5 
Agricultural planning 401 .69 108 .41 1 
Horticulture and timber production 304 .94 57 .76 4 
Crop production 378 .57 94 .88 3 
Farm planning 382 .07 90 .97 2 
Poultry production 293 .17 57 .66 6 
Program content: 
Horticulture and poultry production 435.15 83.49 
Livestock production and farm 
management 550.85 72.26 
Crop production and farm management ' 528.75 68.85. 
Method: 
One-on-one and small group discussions 523, 56 56.10 1 
Mass communication and group 
discussions 485, .51 48.28 5 
Mass communication by audio/visual 
means 503, ,04 53.82 3 
Mass communication by visual means 502. ,49 53.69 . 4 
Group discussions 516, ,68 57.98 2 
Perception: 
Assessing agricultural education 
programs 568.82 56.17 
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Table 21. Factor means, standard deviations, ranking of means, F-
values, and F-probabilities by respondent group 
Groups 
Factor FmHA ses Agri -business Total 
F- F-
value prob. 
Involvement: 
Livestock production M®. 
sob 
pc 
Agricultural planning 
Horticulture and 
timber production 
Crop production 
Farm planning and 
crop production 
Poultry production 
Program content: 
Horticulture and 
poultry production 
Livestock production 
and farm management 
Farm management 
N=40 
349.32 
75.19 
3 
337.52 
72.73 
4 
292.31 
45.95 
5 
354.12 
90.89 
2 
396.55 
97.16 
1 
289.48 
47.75 
6 
N=39 
312.90 
58.24 
5 
496.13 
78.46 
1 
326.54 
64.82 
4 
372.84 
68.63 
2 
371.64 
78.14 
3 
278.43 
32.07 
6 
N=29 N=108 
366.99 
90.78 
3 
363.19 
96.71 
4 
293.29 
55.56 
6 
420.02 
117.58 
1 
376.13 
98.48 
2 
318.08 
84.66 
5 
340.91 
76.93 
4 
4.81 0.010 
401.69 41.54 
108.41 
1 
304.94 
57.76 
5 
378.57 
94.88 
3 
382.07 
90.97 
2 
293.17 
57.66 
6 
428.68 
91.04 
3 
591.06 
49.85 
1 
535.18 
53.65 
2 
452.36 
64.32 
3 
529.76 
41.30 
2 
540.31 
38.72 
1 
420.94 
93.80 
3 
523.80 
102.45 
1 
504.35 
105.89 
2 
435.15 
83.49 
3 
550.85 11.88 
72.26 
1 
528.75 
68.85 
2 
0.000** 
(2fl, 
2M3) 
4.56 0.012 
4.43 0.014 
0.82 0.442 
4.31 0.015 
1.38 0.256 
.M = mean. 
°SD = Standard deviation. 
P = position among means. 
**Significant at the 0.01 level. 
0.000** 
(lf3, 
m )  
2.62 0.077 
Table 21. (Continued) 
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Groups p_ p_ 
Factor FmHA SCS business Total value prob. 
Method: 
One-on-one and small M 531.83 536.25 494.35 523.56 5.68 0.004** 
group discussions SD 40.50 34.99 83.62 56.10 (2^3) 
P 1 1 2 1 
Mass communication 486.64 489.15 478.86 485.51 0.38 0.683 
and group discussions 43.13 36.24 67.30 48.27 
5 5 5 5 
Mass communication by 506.58 515.10 481.31 503.04 3.50 0.033 
audio/visual means 50.45 39.96 68.69 53.82 
4 3 4 3 
Mass communication by 506.59 505.74 492.10 502.49 0.71 0.495 
visual means 48.51 32.84 79.06 53.69 
3 4 3 4 
Group discussions 524.34 520.36 500.61 516.68 1.52 0.224 
51.90 54.23 69.22 57.98 
2  2  1 2  
Perception: 
Assessing agricultural 574.93 569.24 559.50 568.82 0.62 0.540 
education programs 63.99 32.25 69.73 56.17 
62 
of the Soil Conservation Service and the agribusiness group means. It 
was further observed that differences among group means existed for the 
method factor "one-on-one and small group discussions". The soil 
Conservation Service group mean was significantly different from that 
of the agribusiness group mean. 
The perception factor "assessing agricultural education programs" 
had the highest total mean score among all factors studied. It had a 
mean score of 586.82. It was observed that the involvement factor 
"poultry production" had the lowest mean score among all factors. The 
mean score for this factor was 293.17. 
A higher mean score was observed for the Farmers Home Administra­
tion for the program content factor entitled "livestock production and 
farm management" when compared with the Soil Conservation Service and 
agribusiness group means. The Soil Conservation Service group had a 
lower mean score for the "livestock poultry" factor when compared with 
the Farmers Home Administration and agribusiness group means for this 
factor. The agribusiness group had a higher mean score than did 
Farmers Home Administration and Soil Conservation Service group means 
for the factor entitled "crops production". 
Respondent Demographic Influences 
Data presented in Table 22 summarize the one-way analysis of vari­
ance test results grouped by the age of the respondent and factor. 
Older respondents (those 51 years of age and up) were observed to have 
lower mean scores for all of the perception and program content factors. 
Table 22. Analysis of variance tests by respondent age and factor 
Factor Years 20 to 
30 
31 to 
40 
41 to 
50 
51 and 
up Total 
F-
value 
F-
prob. 
Involvement: 
Livestock 
production 
Agricultural 
planning 
Horticulture and 
timber production 
Crop production 
Farm planning 
Poultry production 
pc 
N=37 
339.06 
83.58 
4 
398.16 
110.23 
1 
304.72 
53.38 
5 
390.71 
88.29 
2 
388.46 
85.80 
3 
280.63 
37.55 
6 
N=39 
340.57 
75.85 
4 
401.56 
96.01 
1 
301.07 
59.36 
5 
366.39 
95.40 
3 
380.57 
84.90 
2 
290.23 
46.30 
6 
N=15 
344.77 
75.18 
4 
428.13 
135.35 
1 
323.22 
75.72 
5 
389.87 
115.24 
2 
388.38 
99.65 
3 
295.69 
59.45 
6 
N=17 
342.34 
72.33 
4 
386.33 
111.37 
1 
298.13 
45.98 
6 
370.13 
92.39 
2 
366.06 
112.05 
3 
324.99 
96.98 
5 
N=108 
340.94 
76.93 
4 
401.69 
108.41 
1 
304.94 
57.76 
5 
378.57 
94.88 
3 
382.07 
90.97 
2 
293.17 
57.66 
6 
0.21 
0 .26  
2.45 
0.995 
0.42 0.741 
0.63 0.596 
0.52 0.666 
0.855 
0.067 
= Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation. 
^P = Position among means within each age group. 
Table 22. (Continued) 
Years 
Factor 20 to 
30 
31 to 
40 
41 to 
50 
51 and 
up Total 
r-
value 
r-
prob. 
Program: 
Horticulture and M 
poultry production SD 
P 
439.06 
86.88 
3 
438.08 
83.12 
3 
447.23 
85.28 
3 
409.27 
77.19 
3 
435.15 
83.49 
3 
0.69 0.562 
Livestock production 
and farm management 
576.09 
51.78 
1 
544.23 
68.20 
1 
547.19 
85.79 
1 
514.30 
91.60 
1 
550.85 
72.26 
1 
3.27 0.024 
Crop production and 
and farm management 
. 547.72 
43.43 
2 
524.70 
63.77 
2 
535.09 
90.89 
2 
491.18 
90.36 
2 
528.75 
68.85 
2 
2.85 0.040 
Method : 
One-on-one and small 
group discussions 
541.50 
35.02 
1 
523.59 
58.77 
1 
519.86 
40.18 
2 
487.45 
80.33 
2 
553.55 
56.10 
1 
3.93 0.010 
Mass communication and 
group discussions 
492.30 
33.42 
5 
482.94 
55.50 
5 
495.90 
50.22 
5 
467.90 
55.33 
5 
485.51 
48.27 
5 
1.26 0.292 
Mass communication 
by audio/visual means 
515.26 
47.08 
3 
498.40 
60.00 
4 
508.70 
49.94 
3 
482.18 
52.73 
3 
503.04 
53.82 
3 
1.66 0.179 
Mass communication by 
visual means 
509.35 
43.77 
4 
500.18 
56.89 
3 
521.21 
54.05 
1 
477.46 
60.27 
4 
502.49 
53.69 
4 
2.08 0.106 
Group discussion 520.35 
52.46 
2 
523.26 
65.27 
2 
501.64 
41.08 
4 
505.99 
64.28 
1 
516.68 
57.98 
2 
0.71 0.543 
Table 22. (Continued) 
Years r p 
Factor ^ ^ ^ vaîue prôb. 
Perception: 
Assessing programs M 580.88 563.91 576.20 547.76 568.82 1.57 0.201 
SD 36.38 62.26 46.46 77.78 56.17 
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Respondents who were 20 to 30 years of age were observed to have higher 
mean scores for their perceptions of "livestock and management", "farm 
management", and "assessing agricultural education programs". It was 
also observed that this group had the lower mean score for the involve­
ment factor "poultry production". The mean score for this factor was 
280.63. The overall group means appeared to be equal in value. 
Information presented in Table 23 revealed that the respondents 
who had 1 to 5 years of experience in their present position were 
observed to have higher mean scores for the method factors "mass 
communication and group discussions" and "mass communication by audio/ 
visual means". It was observed that this group had the lowest mean 
score for the involvement factor "poultry production". The mean score 
for this factor was 287.86. It was observed that the respondents who 
had 20 years or more experience in their position had higher mean 
scores for the involvement factors "poultry production", "crops pro­
duction", and "agricultural planning and soil conservation". The 
perception factor "assessing agricultural education programs" had the 
higher mean scores among the participants grouped by years of experi­
ence in their present position. 
Data presented in Table 24 summarize the participant responses 
grouped by the educational level and perception factors. Respondents 
with 16 years of education were observed to have a significantly higher 
mean score for the involvement factor entitled "agricultural planning". 
This mean was observed to significantly differ from the mean for 
respondents with 12 to 15 years of education. Respondents who had 12 
Table 23. Analysis of variance tests by respondent years of experience in their present position 
and factor 
Factor 1 to 5 
6 to 
10 
Years of experience 
n to 
.15 
16 to 
20 
21 or 
up Total 
F- F-
value prob. 
Involvement; 
Livestock production M . 
sd" 
pc 
Agricultural 
planning 
Horticulture and 
timber production 
Crop production 
Farm planning 
Poultry production 
N=46 
336.42 
76.66 
4 
366.72 
89.18 
3 
299.96 
53.74 
5 
371.01 
86.93 
2 
383.40 
92.06 
1 
287.86 
46.55 
6 
N=28 
349.32 
80.51 
4 
418.82 
118.78 
1 
307.11 
58.51 
5 
384.18 
97.03 
3 
384.68 
80.51 
2 
288.16 
44.34 
6 
N=9 
326.56 
66.31 
4 
442.82 
98.24 
1 
291.53 
47.32 
5 
384.94 
94.93 
2 
360.27 
87.99 
3 
288.15 
41.60 
6 
N=13 
332.50 
71.67 
4 
445.64 
123.00 
1 
317.55 
78.82 
5 
376.27 
123.86 
3 
391.62 
89.14 
2 
293.70 
61.70 
6 
N=12 N=708 
358.39 
89.26 
4 
417.27 
117.64 
1 
315.31 
57.04 
6 
392,17 
98.47 
2 
376.88 
111.71 
3 
328.43 
108.03 
5 
340.91 
76.93 
4 
401.69 
108.41 
1 
304.94 
57.76 
5 
378.57 
98.88 
3 
382.07 
90.97 
2 
293.17 
57.66 
6 
0.39 0.818 
2.41 0.054 
0.46 0.765 
0.16 0.955 
0.17 0.949 
1.30 0.273 
.M = Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation. 
= Position among means within years of experience groups. 
Table 23. (Continued) 
Years of experience p p 
Factor Ijto 6^to ll^to 16^to 21^or ^otal value prôb. 
Program content: 
Horticulture and M 444.47 427.00 473.99 400.37 426.97 435.15 1.30 0.273 
poultry production SD 81.13 82.07 91.97 91.76 75.80 83.49 
P 3 3 3 3 3 3 
Livestock production 576.76 537.71 557.29 511.24 520.24 550.85 3.55 0.010 
and farm management 51.62 66.94 51.63 108.10 89.74 72.26 
1 1 1 1 1 1  
Crop production and 538.17 526.50 554.58 508.99 499.96 528.75 1.35 0.256 
farm management 46.75 66.36 52.92 106.28 98.52 68.85 
2 2 2 2 2 2 00 
Method: 
One-on-one and small 533.67 519.86 540.28 512.29 491.81 523.56 1.73 0.148 
group discussions 38.86 59.67 40.57 71.75 84.70 56.10 
1 1 1 1 3  1  
Mass communication 491.15 485.18 490.40 481.29 465.17 485.51 0.73 0.574 
and group discussions 40.26 55.88 44.81 58.02 52.75 48.27 
5 5 5 5 5 5 
Mass communication by 512.03 495.85 509.84 485.59 497.09 503.04 0.82 0.513 
audio/visual means 52.92 60.93 43.81 57.58 42.82 53.82 
3 4 3 4 2 4 
Mass communication by 508.53 500.65 513.95 486.17 491.33 503.49 0.65 0.625 
visual means 46.52 61.81 64.59 54.78 53.09 53.69 
4 3 2 3 4 3 
Table 23. (Continued) 
Factor 1 to 5 
6 to 
10 
Years of experience 
n to 
15 
16 to 
20 
21 or 
up Total 
F-
value 
F-
prob. 
Group discussion 
Perception: 
Assessing programs 
M 
SD 
P 
522.55 
51.05 
2 
579.59 
40.26 
516.56 
69.28 
2 
508.22 
37.17 
4 
494.24 
72.64 
2 
523.26 
53.53 
1 
516.68 
57.98 
2 
0.64 0.631 
560.69 
64.81 
580.84 
50.07 
535.23 
93.33 
571.09 
30.41 
568.82 
56.17 
1.80 0.134 
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Table 24. Analysis of variance tests among participants grouped 
according to their educational level and factor 
Educational level p_ p_ 
Factor Total value prob. 
N=18 N=74 N=16 N=108 
Involvement: 
Livestock production 
Agricultural 
planning 
Horticulture and • 
timber production 
Crop production 
Farm planning 
Poultry production 
Program content: 
Horticulture and 
poultry production 
Livestock and 
farm management 
Crop and farm 
farm management 
SD' 
376.82 
87.99 
2 
332.21 
65.86 
5 
285.09 
43.41 
6 
424.48 
112.05 
1 
375.09 
101.53 
3 
337.92 
98.92 
4 
335.66 
75.41 
4 
422.20 
109.22 
1 
309.34 
61.41 
5 
373.67 
89.44 
3 
380.78 
90.55 
2 
286.45 
42.80 
6 
324.79 
61.75 
4 
384.96 
112.67 
2 
306.89 
52.27 
5 
348.70 
86.39 
3 
395.91 
84.68 
1 
273.90 
26.12 
6 
340.91 
76.93 
4 
401.69 
108.41 
1 
304.94 
57.76 
5 
378.57 
94.88 
3 
382.07 
90.97 
2 
293.17 
57.65 
6 
2.56 0.082 
5.67 
7.66 
0.004** 
(2fl) 
1.29 0.278 
3.10 0.048 
0.24 0.785 
0.000** 
(1f3, 
l f 2 )  
415.38 
90.57 
3 
535.57 
106.30 
1 
516.80 
103.84 
2 
437.84 
78.75 
3 
556.06 
59.29 
1 
532.00 
54.38 
2 
444.96 
98.18 
3 
544.14 
82.85 
1 
527.18 
83.53 
2 
435.15 
83.49 
3 
550.85 
72.26 
1 
528.75 
68.85 
2 
0.64 0.524 
0.67 0.513 
0.35 0.703 
.M = Mean. 
°SD = Standard deviation. 
P = Position among means. 
**Significant at the 0.01 level. 
Table 24. (Continued) 
71 
Educational level p_ p_ 
Factor ^15^° T6 ^20^° Total value prob. 
Method : 
One-on-one and small M 497.23 532.79 504.39 523.56 3.53 0.032 
group discussions SD 85.88 39.87 71.57 56.10 
P 2 12 1 
Mass communication 478.02 489.47 475.39 485.50 0.79 0.452 
and group discussions 63.04 38.60 68.36 48.27 
5 5 5 5 
Mass communication 486.86 509.64 490.06 503.03 1.81 0.168 
by audio/visual means 59.60 47.49 70.52 53.82 
4 3 3 3 
Mass communication 493.82 508.02 486.12 502.49 1.36 0.259 
by visual means 80.62 40.39 70.57 53.69 
3 4 4 4 
Group discussion 509.64 518.86 514.09 516.68 0.19 0.827 
63.24 50.47 83.69 57.98 
1 2 1 2 
Perception : 
Assessing programs 557.58 569.88 575.82 568.82 0.47 0.624 
85.36 50.85 41.69 56.17 
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to 15 years of education were observed to have a significantly higher 
mean score for the factor "poultry production". The mean for this 
group was significantly different from the mean for those who had 16 
and 17 to 20 years of education. The perception factor "assessing 
agricultural education programs" had the higher mean scores among the 
participant responses by educational level. 
Data observed in Table 25 summarize the one-way analysis of vari­
ance among participant responses grouped by use of agricultural educa­
tion programs and perception related factors. It was observed that 
respondents who had "never or seldom" used agricultural education 
programs had a significantly lower mean score for the involvement 
factor "agricultural planning". Respondents that used agricultural 
education programs "much" were observed to have a significantly higher 
mean score for the involvement factor "agricultural planning". It was 
also Observed that the respondents who used agricultural education 
programs "much" had a significantly higher mean score for the involve­
ment factor "horticulture and timber production". Participants who 
used agricultural education programs "much" were observed to have a 
significantly higher mean score for the involvement factor "farm 
planning". 
Data presented in Table 26 summarize the t-test analysis of the 
respondent mean scores grouped by extent of employment in an agri­
cultural education program. Respondents who had no employment in an 
agricultural education program were observed to have a significantly 
higher mean score for the factor "livestock production". Participants 
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Table 25. Analysis of variance tests among participants grouped 
according to the extent of use of agricultural education 
programs and factor 
Factor Never or Some 
seldom 
Use of programs 
Much Total 
F- F-
value prob. 
N=27 N=63 N=18 N=108 
Involvement: 
Livestock production 
Agricultural 
planning 
Horticulture and 
timber production 
Crop production 
Farm planning 
Poultry production 
Program content: 
Horticulture and 
poultry production 
Livestock production 
and farm management 
Crop production and 
farm management 
M°i. 
so": 
pC 
325.89 
65.80 
3 
321.35 
71.69 
4 
299.04 
58.29 
6 
339.52 
74.22 
1 
336.06 
76.77 
2 
309.94 
85.08 
5 
342.26 
79.24 
4 
403.20 
97.90 
1 
296.53 
49.16 
5 
383.00 
95.58 
3 
388.19 
85.74 
2 
283.37 
38.97 
6 
358.74 
83.82 
4 
516.90 
82.74 
1 
343.16 
71.56 
5 
421.65 
102.27 
3 
429.65" 
101.77 
2 
302.30 
58.51 
6 
304.91 
76.93 
5 
1.00 0.368 
5.11 
401.69 25.70 
108.41 
1 
304.93 
57.76 
4 
378.57 
94.88 
2 
328.07 
90.97 
3 
293.17 
57.65 
6 
0.000** 
(lM2,3f 
l,3f2) 
0.007** 
om 
4.48 0.013 
6.70 0.001** 
(3fl) 
2.33 0.102 
445.21 
90.42 
3 
524.37 
106.43 
1 
507.13 
99.34 
2 
423.80 
87.43 
3 
559.15 
55.69 
1 
533.46 
56.83 
2 
459.78 
47.02 
3 
561.47 
52.38 
1 
544.68 
43.31 
2 
435.15 
83.49 
3 
550.85 
72.26 
1 
528.75 
68.85 
2 
1.58 0.211 
2.49 0.087 
1.99 0.140 
.M = Mean. 
SD = Standard deviation. 
P = Position among means. 
**Significant at the 0.01 level. 
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Table 25. (Continued) 
Factor 
Never 
or 
seldom 
Use of programs 
Some Much Total 
F- F-
value prob. 
Method; 
One-on-one and small M 
group discussions SD 
P 
Mass communication 
and group discussions 
Mass communication by 
audio/visual means 
Mass communication by 
visual means 
Group discussion 
500.11 
86.54 
2 
470.91 
63.42 
5 
479.35 
66.05 
3 
479.17 
69.75 
4 
505.14 
80.98 
1 
528.18 
39.15 
1 
485.32 
40.82 
5 
506.22 
47.22 
3 
505.02 
42.87 
4 
521.72 
52.02 
2 
541.48 
40.79 
1 
507.22 
40.91 
5 
526.25 
44.81 
3 
527.30 
51.07 
2 
515.71 
33.83 
523.56 
56.10 
1 
485.51 
48.27 
5 
503.03 
53.82 
3 
502.49 
53.69 
4 
516.68 
57.98 
3.56 0.031 
3.13 0.047 
4.59 0.012 
4.76 0.010 
0.75 0.474 
Perception: 
Assessing programs 554.19 571.04 582.14 
72.64 52.69 35.37 
568.82 1.45 0.239 
56.17 
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Table 25. T-test analysis of the respondent means grouped by extent 
employment in agricultural education programs 
Factor 
Employment 
None Some 
t- t-
value prob. 
Involvement: 
Livestock production 
Agricultural planning 
and soil conservation 
Horticulture and 
timber production 
Crops production 
Farm planning and 
crop production 
Program content: 
Horticulture and 
poultry production 
Livestock production 
and farm management 
Crop production and 
farm management 
Method: 
One-on-one and small 
group discussions 
SD^ 
pc 
N=65 
375.78 
82.88 
2 
349.01 
85.45 
3 
292.60 
49.98 
5 
390.48 
97.85 
1 
303.60 
68.28 
4 
424.22 
93.84 
3 
559.15 
83.49 
1 
522.03 
82.97 
2 
513.86 
64.81 
1 
N=43 
312.40 
56.80 
4 
481.31 
89.61 
1 
323.57 
64.04 
3 
369.36 
78.84 
2 
277.40 
30.67 
5 
-3.52 0.001** 
7.72 0.000** 
2.81 0.006** 
-1.18 0.239 
-2.71 0.008** 
451.67 
62.25 
3 
538.28 
49.11 
2 
538.90 
37.59 
1 
1.83 0.070 
-1 .63 0.105 
1.43 0.155 
537.76 
36.33 
1 
2.42 0.017* 
M = Mean. 
°SD = Standard deviation. 
P = Position among means. 
*Significant at the 0.05 level. 
**Significant at the 0.01 level. 
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Table 26. (Continued) 
Employment 
None Some prob. 
Mass communication and 
group discussions 
Mass communication by 
audio/visual means 
Mass communication by 
visual means 
Group discussions 
Perception: 
Assessing agricultural 
education programs 
M 
SD 
P 
482.83 
55.52 
5 
496.60 
61.01 
4 
500.96 
64.30 
3 
512.46 
60.27 
2 
489.42 
35.33 
5 
512.45 
39.92 
3 
504.76 
32.64 
4 
522.96 
54.46 
2 
0.75 0.457 
1.62 0.109 
0.40 0.690 
0.92 0.361 
556.92 571.64 0.48 0.634 
67.48 33.45 
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with employment in an agricultural education program were observed to 
have significantly higher mean scores for the factors "agricultural 
planning", "horticulture and timber production", and "farm planning". 
Major Findings 
The following statements summarize the major findings of this 
investigation: 
1. Approximately 42.6 percent of the respondents were observed to 
have 1 to 5 years of experience in their present position. It 
was observed that 26.9 percent of the respondents had 6 to 10 
years of experience in their present position. 
2. Farmers' home county administrators were observed to have 4.65 
mean years of experience. Soil Conservation agents were observed 
to have 12.15 mean years of experience, and the agribusiness 
managers were observed to have 12.10 mean years of experience. 
3. Approximately 68.5 percent of the respondents had 16 years of 
formal education. It was noted that the average years of formal 
education was 15.67. The standard deviation for the respondents' 
education was 1.426. 
4. The total mean scores for the four program content areas observed 
by respondents to be least important were: "use of computers in 
horticulture" (mean = 429.39), "turf management" (422.46), "fruit 
production" (mean = 433.18), and "use of computers in poultry 
production" (mean = 439.18). 
5. The total mean scores for the four program content areas observed 
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by respondents to be most important were: "soil conservation 
practices" (mean = 582.68), "financial planning" (mean = 576.19), 
"livestock records" (mean = 567.99), and "crop production and 
management" (mean = 557.56). 
The overall mean score for the perception group was 586.82 (above 
average) with a range of individual scores from 442 to 558. It 
was observed to be the highest mean score when compared to the 
other overall group mean scores. 
The overall mean score for the involvement group was 354.25 
(below average) with a range of individual scores from 442 to 558. 
It was observed that it was the lowest mean score when compared 
to the other group mean scores. 
Higher mean scores were observed for the respondents who had had 
employment in an agricultural education program for all but four 
group factors when compared to the respondents who had had no 
employment in an agricultural education program. 
Approximately 43.5 percent of the respondents revealed that they 
first heard about agricultural education programs through mass 
media means. 
On the average, 58.3 percent of the respondents revealed that they 
used agricultural education programs "some". 
The total mean scores for the four teaching methods that were 
observed by respondents to be most effective were: "farm visits" 
(mean = 554.34), "demonstrations" (mean = 553.72), "field days" 
(mean = 528.05), and "local community meeting" (mean = 525.36). 
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12. The total mean scores for the four teaching methods that were 
observed by respondents to be least effective were: "audio pro­
gram instructions" (mean = 460.10), "telephone conferences" 
(mean = 460.52), "educational displays" (mean = 475.86), and 
"video tape programs" (mean = 481.60). 
13. The Farmers Home Administration group had the lowest overall mean 
score for the personal involvement items, whereas the Soil Conserva­
tion Service group had the highest overall mean score. 
14. The Agribusiness group had the lowest overall mean score for the 
program content items, whereas the Farmers Home Administration 
group had the highest overall mean score. 
15. The Soil Conservation Service group had the highest overall mean 
score for the method items, whereas the Agribusiness group had 
the lowest overall mean score. 
16. The Farmers Home Administration group had the highest overall mean 
score for the perception items, whereas the Agribusiness group had 
the lowest overall mean score. 
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DISCUSSION 
The purpose of this investigation was to assess the perceptions 
about agricultural education programs as perceived by Farmers Home 
Administration, Soil Conservation Service, and agribusiness personnel 
in Iowa. More specifically, this investigation was intended to: 
1) determine and analyze the demographic characteristics of these 
groups; 2) determine the personal involvement and contact of these 
groups with agricultural education programs; 3) determine the program 
content importance in agricultural education programs as perceived by 
these groups; 4) determine the teaching methods used by these groups 
in agricultural education programs; and 5) determine the importance of 
agricultural education programs as perceived by these groups when 
grouped according to demographic characteristics. 
When interpreting the findings, the following characteristics in 
the design of the study should be considered. The agribusiness group 
did not respond well for this study. The agribusiness group response 
rate was 44.6 percent. This percentage included those selected for 
the sample and those selected as substitutes. The response rate for 
the rest of the respondents was approximately 71.8 percent including 
both the sample and substitute populations. The investigator felt 
that the response rate of the agribusiness group may have been improved 
by selecting agribusinesses who had direct contact with agricultural 
education programs. 
The stratified random sampling procedure was used to select the 
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respondents in this study. The response rate of all study participants 
was approximately 65.4 percent. As presented in Methods and Procedures, 
the researcher used the stratified random sampling procedure to select 
a sample that would include 35 responses for each respondent group. 
It was observed that the agribusiness group had only 29 responses, 
and this respondent group did not have the 35 respondents needed for 
the equal size groups. Therefore, all responses (those beyond 35 in 
each of the other two groups) were included in the study. 
The design of the study proved to be appropriate in providing data 
that met the objectives of this study. In the demographic section of 
the questionnaire, some clarification was needed to address the 
responses of the Soil Conservation Service group for the question 
pertaining to being employed in an agricultural education program. 
Some of these respondents reported that they had had no previous 
employment in an agricultural education program, yet were employed in a 
soil conservation position. In reality, they had had some experience 
in an agricultural education program. These respondents were coded as 
having employment in an agricultural education program. Some of the 
respondents indicated that they did not feel they had the necessary 
background to complete the questionnaire. 
The first objective was to determine and analyze the demographic 
characteristics of the Farmers Home Administration and Soil Conserva­
tion Service, and agribusiness personnel in Iowa. Approximately 88 
percent of the respondents were males. It was observed that the Farmers 
Home Administration group had 8 females who constituted a little above 
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7 percent of the study population. A question could be raised regard­
ing the low number of female respondents when compared to male 
respondents. It could be attributed to the fact that in the profes­
sion of agriculture, positions studied were traditional male role 
positions. During the past decade, it has been observed that an 
effort is being made to encourage women to pursue careers in the 
agricultural profession. 
On the average, 39.8 percent of the respondents had been employed 
with an agricultural education program. When considering the extent 
of employment by the respondent groups, it was observed that the agri­
business group had had no employment in an agricultural education 
program. A question could be raised, "Why was it that respondents in 
the agribusiness section had no teaching experience in an agricultural 
education program?" It could be speculated that the respondents' 
formal education level was not adequate to enter positions in the 
agricultural education profession. It was observed that 13 agribusiness 
respondents had completed 16 years of education or more. 
Objective two was designed to determine the Farmers Home 
Administration, Soil Conservation Service, and agribusiness personnel 
involvement and contact with agricultural education programs. The 
respondent groups' involvement with agricultural education programs 
were observed to have lower mean scores when compared to other per­
ception group items. It was anticipated that the respondents who were 
considered agricultural professionals and community leaders would have 
been more involved in the agricultural education programs in their 
83 
community. As a result of the low mean scores, the researcher felt 
that the respondents were aware of agricultural education program 
activities in their counties, but were not committed to serving them. 
On the average, the Soil Conservation Service group was observed 
to have the highest mean score for the involvement item "soil conserva­
tion field tours". It could be speculated that this group was involved 
with the planning of soil conservation practices and promoted the 
education programs for the Soil Conservation Service. A Scheffé 
multiple range test among group means revealed that the Soil Conserva­
tion Service group mean score was significantly different. 
On the average, the Farmers Home Administration group was observed 
to have the second highest mean score for the involvement item "farm 
decision-making meetings". The Scheffé multiple range test among group 
means revealed no differences. However, the mean score of this group 
was significantly high when compared to the other group means. Assum­
ing this difference existed, it could have been attributed to increase 
publicity of the economic plight of the farmer. 
The item "fruit production field demonstrations" was observed to 
have the lowest mean score among all involvement items. The Farmers 
Home Administration group was observed to have the lowest mean score 
for this item, whereas the Soil Conservation Service group had the 
highest mean score for this item. This could be attributed to the 
fact that the Soil Conservation Service group works with a more 
diversified farm population than do the Farmers Home Administration 
employees. It was speculated that the Soil Conservation Service 
84 
respondents were most aware of diverse crops such as "fruit production 
field demonstrations" because of their involvement in soil conservation 
land practices. 
The factor "agricultural planning" was observed to have the 
highest average mean scores among all of the demographic influences 
when grouped by the involvement factors. This could be attributed to 
the fact that agricultural planning is essential to solving problems 
and improving farming conditions. 
On the average, the factor "poultry production" was observed to 
have the lowest mean scores for all of the demographic influences when 
grouped by the involvement factors. It could be speculated that the 
respondents had little interest in the educational programs centered 
on poultry production. As a result of the low mean score, the 
researcher felt that the respondents were aware of the educational 
programs in poultry production but were uncertain about the poultry 
industry. 
In summary, the respondents with 16 to 20 years of experience were 
observed to have the highest mean score for involvement factor 
"agricultural planning". This seemed to be a logical outcome because 
these respondents are county managers and much time is spent on plan­
ning program activities. It was also observed that respondents who 
had 16 or more years of education had the highest mean score for the 
factor "agricultural planning", whereas the respondents with 12 to 15 
years of education had the lowest mean score for this item. This 
could be attributed to the fact that the respondents who had 12 to 15 
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years did not have a formal educational background which could have 
provided them with better appreciation for the various programs con­
ducted in agricultural education. 
Objective three was intended to determine the program content 
importance in agricultural education programs as perceived by the 
Farmers Home Administration, Soil Conservation Service, and agri­
business personnel. On the average, the Farmers Home Administration 
group was observed to have highest mean scores for the program content 
item "financial planning". This observation could have been the result 
of the fact that this group felt that financial management programs 
should keep farmers abreast with the new developments in improving 
management skills. The Scheffe multiple range test among group means 
revealed that Farmers Home Administration group mean score was 
significantly different. 
The item "turf management" was observed to have the lowest mean 
scores among all program content items. The Farmers Home Administra­
tion group was observed to have the lowest mean score for this item, 
whereas the Soil Conservation Service group had the highest mean score 
for this item. A question could be raised regarding why the Farmers 
Home Administration group observed turf management as being the least 
important among the program contents in agricultural education. Based 
on the nature of Farmers Home Administration as a financial institution, 
it was the researcher's opinion that the perceptions of this group 
regarding turf management was a program with little return on capital 
investments. 
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The factor "livestock production and farm management" had the 
highest mean scores among all of the demographic influences grouped 
by program content. It could be speculated that the respondent 
groups felt that information pertaining to livestock production and 
farm management practices were needed to increase farm productivity. 
The respondent groups revealed that the factor "horticulture and 
poultry production" was observed to have the lowest mean scores among 
the demographic influences grouped by program content. It could be 
interpreted that the respondent groups placed no importance (average 
mean ranged from 442 to 558) on having program information regarding 
the factor "horticulture and poultry production". The researcher felt 
the respondent groups were aware of the needs for diversified farm 
commodities but understood the logic behind the importance placed on 
traditional grain crops and livestock enterprises. 
In summary, it was observed that the respondent groups placed 
more emphasis on the grain crops and livestock management programs 
when compared to the factor "horticulture and poultry production". 
Respondents who were 20 to 30 years of age were observed to have the 
highest mean score for the factor "livestock production and farm 
management" when compared with other program group factors. One could 
only speculate that the Farmers Home Administration personnel placed 
more importance on farm management than did the other groups. 
Objective four was designed to determine the effective teaching 
methods that were used in agricultural education programs as perceived 
by the Farmers Home Administration, Soil Conservation Service, and 
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agribusiness personnel. The perceptions of the respondent groups 
revealed that all but one teaching method were determined to have "some" 
effectiveness (average mean ranged from 442 to 558). On the average, 
the Soil Conservation Service was observed to have the highest mean 
score for the item "farm visits", followed by "demonstrations". This 
phenomenon could be attributed to the fact that this group conducts 
most of their agricultural education programs using these kinds of 
teaching methods. 
On the average, the Farmers Home Administration group was observed 
to have the second highest mean score for the teaching method item 
"farm visits", followed by "field days". It could be speculated that 
this group was involved with many farm visits and were trained to 
interview clients. It was the opinion of the researcher that Farmers 
Home Administration workers would attend the field days to become more 
knowledgeable with the new technological developments in agricultural 
practices. A Scheffé range test among means revealed that the Farmers 
Home Administration group was significantly different from the agri­
business group. Warner and Christenson (28) indicated that individual 
methods such as personnel visits accounted for half of extension edu­
cators' time at the work setting. 
"Audio program instructions" and "telephone conferences" were ob­
served to be the least effective teaching methods. Cole (10) mentioned 
that these methods are viable options that should be used in addition 
to, but not as a substitute for other delivery methods. 
The factor "one-on-one and small group discussions" was observed 
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having the highest average mean score among all of the demographic 
influences grouped by teaching method. This observation could be 
attributed to the fact that these groups relied on the use of the 
traditional means for communication. The factor that revealed the 
least effective teaching method was "mass communication and group 
discussions". It was the opinion of the researcher that these teach­
ing methods are able to reach a larger number of people through the 
increased use of mass media and group methods. 
In summary, the selection and use of teaching methods are vital 
to the success of agricultural education programs. The Review of 
Literature revealed that no one teaching method was considered to be 
appropriate in all circumstances. Based on the respondents' percep­
tions regarding effective teaching methods, it was felt that one-on-one 
and small group means of communication are the most valuable to program 
clients in agricultural education programs at the county level. The 
literature revealed that modern means of communication should be used 
as teaching techniques even when funding has been reduced and travel 
is limited. 
The respondents who had 1 to 5 years of experience were observed 
to have the highest mean score for "one-on-one and small group discus­
sions" when compared to other group method factors. One could have 
speculated that these individuals felt that traditional means were 
appropriate teaching techniques they use to disseminate information. 
It was also reported that the respondents who "never or seldom" used 
agricultural programs had the lowest mean score among the method group 
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means. It was speculated that this group was comprised of mostly the 
agribusiness respondents who revealed that they were least involved 
with agricultural education programs. 
Objective five was designed to determine the importance of agri­
cultural education programs as perceived by the Farmers Home Administra­
tion, Soil Conservation Service, and agribusiness personnel. The 
respondent groups' perceptions of agricultural education program 
importance were observed to have the highest mean scores when compared 
to the other perception group items. The respondents identified these 
perception items to have "much" importance (average mean ranged from 
442 to 558). One could speculate that this observation was attributed 
for the fact that these items were asking the respondents to respond 
to statements that undergird the basic purposes for the existence of 
agricultural education programs. As a result of the high mean scores, 
the researcher was able to assess that there was a need for agricultural 
education programs. 
On the average, the Farmers Home Administration group was observed 
to have the highest mean score for all perception items. It could be 
speculated that this group felt that their clients needed to be 
abreast of the new developments in agricultural planning and farm 
management practices in order to make the appropriate decisions for 
their farming operation. 
The item "information provided by program be accurate" was ob­
served to have the highest mean score among all items related to agri­
cultural education program implementations. The Soil Conservation 
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Service group was observed to have the highest mean score for this 
item, whereas the agribusiness group had the lowest mean score for 
this item. It could be speculated that the Soil Conservation Service 
group provide educational programs, and they know the success of 
their programs depends on program information being accurate. 
The item "program participants serving on committees and boards" 
was observed to have the lowest mean score among all items in this 
group of items. The agribusiness group had the lowest mean for this 
item, whereas the Soil Conservation Service group was observed to 
have the highest mean score for this item. It was the researcher's 
opinion that the Soil Conservation Service respondents worked in an 
agricultural education environment and were committed to serve on 
committees and boards. 
Finally, the respondent groups expressed that "assessing agri­
cultural education programs" was of "much" importance. When consider­
ing the importance of agricultural education program, there is no 
single approach that is used to assess the program in all circumstances. 
Boyle (5) indicated that the process of determining the importance of 
programs is considered an essential part of the educational process. 
The agricultural extension service was regarded as an agricultural 
education delivery system that provided education and services for its 
program clients. The Review of Literature revealed that the purpose 
of the Agricultural Extension Service was to help people identify their 
needs and to help them solve problems using the resources of the land 
grant system. 
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The Review of Literature introduced several studies that examined 
the perceptions of program clients toward agricultural education 
programs. A study conducted by Gross (14), entitled "Farmers' Attitudes 
Toward Extension," revealed that there was a strong relationship between 
frequency contact with the Missouri Extension and high attitudes mean 
scores for all farmers when placed by age groups. This finding was 
somewhat different from the findings of the researcher regarding the 
participants' involvement with agricultural education programs. The 
one-way analysis of variance test by respondent age and factors 
revealed that the respondents had "no" or "little" contact with the 
agricultural education programs. 
Webb (29) completed a study entitled "Role of the Cooperative 
Extension Service as Perceived by Personnel of Other Selected Southwest 
Oklahoma USDA Agencies." One of the major findings Webb reported 
revealed that the educational meetings and personal contact seemed to 
be the most effective means of transferring information to program 
clients. This study supports the findings of the researcher regarding 
the respondents' perceptions of the most effective teaching methods. 
It could be speculated that agricultural program clients obtained more 
information when they were to communicate to the program educator by 
personal contact while information is being disseminated. 
It was observed that "poultry production" had the lowest mean 
score when compared to the other instrument items for all groups 
studied. Iowa is a traditional farm belt state that produces grain 
crops and livestock. The factor "poultry production" revealed that the 
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demographic influences grouped by involvement was of "no" or "little" 
importance. 
On the average, the agribusiness group had the lowest mean 
scores among the groups when comparisons were made among the group 
items. This observation could be attributed for the fact that these 
individuals had: 1) less formal education; 2) no employment in agri­
cultural education programs; and 3) less appreciation for agricultural 
education programs. It was observed that this group had a high mean 
score for "chemical safety meetings". It could be speculated that the 
agribusiness group had had much contact with chemicals and most likely 
a license to work them. 
The respondent groups indicated that agricultural education pro­
grams are necessary to improve the management practices in production 
agriculture. They indicated that farm visits, demonstrations, and 
field days were the most effective teaching means used to convey 
timely educational information. 
Recommendations 
Based on the findings and conclusions of this study, the following 
recommendations were made: 
1. The program content of agricultural education programs was meeting 
the needs of the program participants. To improve the program 
content, it would be appropriate to consider some of the clients' 
characteristics which include age, work experience, and level of 
formal education. 
93 
The agribusiness group had the lowest mean score among the three 
groups for the involvement items. Agricultural educators 
should pursue measures that would involve the agribusiness group 
in program planning and their participation in program activities 
It was evidence that one-on-one and small group discussions were 
the most effective teaching techniques used for disseminating 
information. Based on reduced funding of agricultural education 
programs, it appears that modern means of communication should 
be utilized, but not substituted for traditional teaching methods 
Planning of agricultural education programs should be approached 
primarily from the concerns of the program clients and secondly 
from a subject matter point of view. 
This survey instrument should be used as a model for measuring ' 
the quality of agricultural education programs at the county 
level. 
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SUMMARY 
The major purpose of this investigation was to assess the percep­
tions about agricultural education programs as perceived by Farmers 
Home Administration, Soil Conservation Service, and agribusiness 
personnel in Iowa. More specifically, this investigation was intended 
to: 1) determine and analyze the demographic characteristics of these 
groups; 2) determine the personal involvement and contact of these 
groups with agricultural education programs; 3) determine the program 
content importance in agricultural education programs as perceived by 
these groups; 4) determine the teaching methods used by these groups 
in agricultural education programs; and 5) determine the importance 
of agricultural education programs as perceived by these groups when 
grouped according to demographic characteristics. 
The sample for this investigation included 410 agriculturalists 
who were identified in the following selected groups: county 
administrators of the Farmers Home Administration (133), soil con­
servationists of the Soil Conservation Service (127), and managers of 
agribusinesses (150) in Iowa. 
Data collection was conducted using a mailed survey instrument, 
letter follow-up and telephone follow-up. Data collection began 
March 31, 1987, and ceased on April 29, 1987. The final response was 
108 participants (65.4 percent) that included the sample and substitute 
populations. The agribusiness group had the lowest response rate (44.6 
percent), when compared to the two other groups. 
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A one to ninety-nine scale was recommended for the survey 
instrument because this scale was considered more reliable in measur­
ing the variabilities that existed among the backgrounds of the 
respondent groups. The questionnaire was comprised of 88 scale items 
that were organized under four groups: involvement, program content, 
method, and perception. These items were transformed to normal 
deviates using the SPSSx program PROBIT. The transformed values were 
used in data analysis. 
The reliability test of Cronbach's alpha was conducted on the 88 
items to estimate the instrument reliability. It was observed that 
the composite reliability coefficients were 0.92 or above. The total 
reliability of the 88 scale items was 0.96. 
Cronbach's alpha was calculated on the group factors revealed from 
the factor analysis. The reliability coefficients for the factors 
ranged from 0.79 to 0.95. The researcher felt that the strength of 
the reliability coefficients for the four groups (involvement, program 
content, method, and perception factors extracted through factor 
analysis) were considered adequate to measure the perceptions of 
respondents in this study. 
The statistical procedures used were one-way analysis of variance, 
factor analysis, and t-test (pooled and separate variance). 
Approximately 68 percent of the respondents had 16 years of formal 
education. It was observed that the average years of formal education 
was 15.67 years. The standard deviation for the respondents' education 
was 1.426. Higher mean scores were observed for the respondents who 
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had had employment in an agricultural education program for all but 
four group factors when compared to the respondents who had had no 
employment in an agricultural education program. 
The total mean scores for the two program content areas observed 
by respondents to be least important were: "use of computers in 
horticulture" and "turf management". It was revealed that the total 
mean scores for the most important program content areas were: "soil 
conservation practices" and "financial planning". This observation 
could be attributed to the fact that the Soil Conservation Service and 
the Farmers Home Administration groups felt that these programs were 
necessary for improving the quality of farm management and land 
conservation practices. 
Approximately 43.5 percent of the respondents revealed that they 
first heard about agricultural education programs through mass media 
means. It was observed that 58.3 percent of the respondents revealed 
that they used agricultural education programs "some". 
On the average, the Soil Conservation Service group was observed 
to have the highest mean score for the involvement item "soil conserva­
tion field tours". It could be speculated that this group was involved 
with the planning of soil conservation practices and promoted the 
education programs for the Soil Conservation Service. The Farmers Home 
Administration group was observed to have the second highest mean score 
for the involvement item "farm decision-making meetings". This observa­
tion could be attributed to the increased publicity of the economic 
plight of the farmer. 
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The respondent groups' perceptions of agricultural education 
program importance were observed to have the highest mean scores when 
compared to the other perception group items. The respondents indi­
cated that these items were of "much" importance. One could speculate 
that this observation was attributed to the fact that these items were 
asking the respondents to respond to statements that undergird the 
basic purposes for the existence of agricultural education programs. 
The following areas for additional research were generalized by 
the writer based on the findings of this investigation and the review 
of literature: 
1. Research should be conducted testing a variety of teaching 
methods and program content areas to identify additional 
needs of program clients who use agricultural education 
programs. 
2. This study should be replicated in five years to provide a 
basis for the program modifications using the agencies in the 
United States Department of Agriculture in Iowa. 
3. The results of this study should be incorporated into a total 
evaluative system that could be used by county extension 
directors, regional extension directors, and university 
administrators to improve the program content and teaching 
techniques in agricultural education programs. 
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îoWU StCltC iJltlVCrSlt^ of Science and Technolo Ames, lowa 500II 
Department of Agricultural Education 
201 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone: 515-294-5872 
Dear Agriculturalist : 
Agricultural educators are constantly searching for ways to better 
serve their clientele. Without input from the clientele, these 
educators may not know steps which should be taken toward providing 
viable information. 
The Agricultural Education Department of Iowa State University 
needs your assistance in gathering information concerning 
agricultural education programs. We would like to have you to help 
us identify the current perceptions of clientele regarding 
participation in agricultural education programs. On the following 
pages are a list of questions we are asking you to respond to, and 
when completed, return the questionnaire to us in the enclosed 
envelope. The data you provide will be used for research purposes 
and will result in a professional publication. 
Your responses will be kept in strict confidence and as soon as the 
data has been analyzed, both your questionnaire and the accumulated 
data will be destroyed. Your assistance in completing and returning 
the questionnaire will be greatly appreciated. 
Should you have any questions, please call us at (515) 294-0901 or 
(515) 292-0016. We appreciate your assistance in this study. Thanks 
again for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Carey L. Ford 
Graduate Student 
Agricultural Education 
Dr. Alan Kahler 
Professor 
Agricultural Education 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 
Part I 
Instuctions: Below are items asking about your involvement with 
agricultural education programs. As you read each statement, please 
respond to each item sharing your most accurate perception about 
the item using the 1 to 99 scale described below. 
No Average Utmost 
Involvement Involvement Involvement 
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
25 = little involvement 
75 = much involvement 
Example : How involved have you been in : 
* 67 Wheat marketing meetings 
How involved have you been in; 
Fruit production field demonstrations 
Crops pesticide demonstrations 
Soybeans variety field tours 
Timber production field tours 
Swine production meetings 
Computer workshops 
Evaluation of county agricultural education programs 
Livestock marketing meetings 
Vegetable production field demonstrations 
Soil conservation field tours 
• Home gardening demonstrations 
New machinery demonstrations 
Chemical safety meetings 
Poultry marketing meetings 
Fruit and vegetable marketing meetings 
Planning county agricultural education activities 
Farm decision making meetings 
Cattle production meetings 
Corn variety field tours 
Serving on agricultural education committees and boards 
Dairy production meetings 
Livestock health and disease meetings 
Sheep production meetings 
Farm policy meetings 
Crops marketing meetings 
Poultry production meetings 
Other grain crops production meetings 
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Part II 
Instructions: Below are common areas of the agricultural education 
programs. For each of the program areas below, rate each item 
sharing your most accurate perception about the item using the 1 to 
99 scale described below. 
Not Average Utmost 
Important Importance Importance 
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
25 = little importance 
75 = much importance 
Example: How important are agricultural education programs for: 
* 71 Cattle marketing 
How important are agricultural education programs for: 
Crop marketing 
Crop production and management 
Soil conservation practices 
Crop pesticides 
New crop varieties 
Use of computers in crop production 
Agricultural- credit 
Financial planning 
Marketing systems 
Farm machinery 
Farm Policy 
Making decisions 
Use of computers in farm management 
Vegetable production 
Fruit production 
Turf management 
Fruit and vegetable pesticides 
Use of computers in horticulture 
Livestock marketing 
Poultry marketing 
Livestock records 
Use of computers in poultry production 
Livestock breeding and reproduction 
Poultry production 
Use of computers in livestock production 
Part III 
Instructions : Below are methods used by agricultural educators to 
provide information to program clientele. For each of the methods 
below, rate the effectiveness of each method by sharing your most 
accurate perception about the method using the 1 to 99 scale 
described below. 
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Not Average Utmost 
Effective Effectiveness Effectiveness 
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
25 = little effectiveness 
75 = much effectiveness 
Example: In agricultural education programs how effective are the 
following methods : * 60 Office conferences 
In agricultural education programs how effective are the following 
methods : 
County meetings 
Local community meetings 
Farm visits 
Field days 
Seminars 
Telephone conferences 
Audio recorders/program instructions 
Office conferences 
Demonstrations 
Television programs 
Radio programs 
Newspapers and magazines 
Newsletters 
Panel discussions 
News stories 
Bulletins 
Educational displays 
Use of computers 
Video tape programs 
Workshops 
Institutes 
Short courses 
Lecture-discussion 
Group discussions 
Part IV 
Instructions: The items listed below are statements relating to 
agricultural education programs. As you read each statement, please 
respond to each item sharing your most accurate perception about 
the item using the 1 to 99 rating scale described below. 
Not Average Utmost 
Important Importance Importance 
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
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25 = little importance 
75 = much importance 
Example: In agricultural education programs how important is it 
that : * 58 Program participants share knowledge about their needs 
In agricultural education programs how important is it that : 
Program participants assist in planning education programs 
Program participants assist in evaluating program 
activities 
Program information be current 
Effective methods be used in agricultural education programs 
Information provided by programs be prompt 
Programs meet expectations of clients 
Information provided by programs be accurate 
Program participants serve on committees and boards 
Programs be centered on the needs of clientele 
Program information be based on research 
Individualized instruction help clients solve problems 
Informal methods be used in providing information 
Part V 
Instructions : Circle the letter next to the response that best 
describes your situation. Please circle only one best response or 
write in the information. 
1. Your sex is : 
A. Male 
B. Female 
2. Your age is? yrs. 
3. Describe what you do in your present position: 
How long in that position: yrs. 
4. The highest educational level you have achieved is : 
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 years 
5. How did you first hear about agricultural education programs? 
A. family 
B. friends/neighors 
C. mass media (radio, t.v., newspapers 
D. other (specify) 
6. To what extent do you use agricultural education programs? 
A. never B. seldom C. some D. much 
7. Have you ever been employed in an agricultural education 
program? yes no 
If yes, how long? yrs. What was the position? 
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loWU StfltC University of science and Technology III Ames, Iowa 50011 
Department of Agricultural Education 
201 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone: 515-294-5872 
April 14, 1987 
Dear Agricultural Loan Officer: 
A couple weeks ago you received a questionnaire asking you to 
respond to various questions regarding your perceptions of 
agricultural education programs. We realize that this is a very ' 
busy time of the year. However, it is important that we have your 
input, in an effort to strengthen our educational programs. Your 
assistance is very vital for the success of this study. 
We would appreciate it very much if you would complete the 
questionnaire at your earliest convenience and return it in the 
stamped envelope that was enclosed with the questionnaire. Thanks 
again for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Carey L. Ford 
Graduate Student 
Agricultural Education 
Dr. Alan Kahler 
Professor 
Agricultural Education 
no 
loWCl StCltC UuiVCrSlt^  of Saence and Technology Ames. Iowa 50011 
Department of Agricultural Education 
201 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone; 515-294-5872 
April 14, 1987 
Dear Agribusiness Manager: 
A couple weeks ago you received a questionnaire asking you to 
respond to various questions regarding your perceptions of 
agricultural education programs. We realize that this is a very 
busy time of the year. However, it is important that we have your 
input, in an effort to strengthen our educational programs. Your 
assistance is very vital for the success of this study. 
We would appreciate it very much if you would complete the 
questionnaire at your earliest convenience and return it in'^the 
stamped envelope that was enclosed with the questionnaire. Thanks 
again for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Carey L. Ford 
Graduate Student 
Agricultural Education 
Dr. Alan Kahler 
Professor 
Agricultural Education 
m 
loWCl StCltC UillVCrSlflj of Sdence and Technology 
M 
ill Ames, lowa 500H 
Department of Agricultural Education 
201 Curtiss Hall 
Telephone: 515-294-5872 
April 14, 1987 
Dear Soil Conservationist: 
A couple weeks ago you received a questionnaire asking you to 
respond to various questions regarding your perceptions of 
agricultural education programs. We realize that this is a very 
busy time of the year. However, it is important that we have your 
input, in an effort to strengthen our educational programs. Your 
assistance is very vital for the success of this study. 
We would appreciate it very much if you would complete the 
questionnaire at your earliest convenience and return it in the 
stamped envelope that was enclosed with the questionnaire. Thanks 
again for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Carey L. Ford 
Graduate Student 
Agricultural Education 
Dr. Alan Kahler 
Professor 
Agricultural Education 
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APPENDIX C. HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL FORM 
I0WA5TATE UNIVERSITY 
(Please follow the accompanying Instructions for completing this form.) 
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f 1.) Title of project (please type): Perceptions of Agricultural Education Programs as Per­
ceived by Farmers Home Administration. Soil Conservation Service, and Selected Aeribus-
©inesses Personnel in Iowa I agree to provide the proper surveillance of this project to Insure that the rights and welfare of the human subjects are properly protected. Additions to or changes 
In procedures affecting the subjects after the project has been approved will be 
/ Date Signatured 
submitted to the committee for review. ^ 
Carey L. Ford T f / j / 1  1  (  . c C ^ ^  L  
Typed Named of Principal Investigator lgnatur/of Principal Investigator 
Agricultural Education Department 
223 Curtiss H&ll, ISU, Ames, Iowa 50011 (515) 294-0901 
Campus Address Campus Telephone 
Slgnat^es of others (If any) Date Relationship to Principal Investigator 
Major Professor 
r ATTACH an additional page(s) (A) describing your proposed research and (B) the 
subjects to be used, (C) indicating any risks or discomforts to the subjects, and 
(D) covering any topics checked below. CHECK all boxes applicable. 
I I Medical clearance necessary before subjects can participate 
I 1 Samples (blood, tissue, etc.) from subjects 
n Administration of substances (foods, drugs, etc.) to subjects 
I I Physical exercise or conditioning for subjects . 
ri Deception of subjects 
1  I  Subjects under 1 4  years of age and(or) Q  Subjects 1 4 - 1 7  years of a g e  
I I Subjects In institutions 
I I Research must be approved by another Institution or agency 
fS'J ATTACH an example of the material to be used to obtain Informed consent and CHECK 
which type will be used. 
n Signed Informed consent will be obtained. 
Modified Informed consent will be obtained. 
©Month Day Year Anticipated date on which subjects will be first contacted: 3 30 
Anticipated data for last contact with subjects: 4 3Ô 87 
C?') If Applicable: Anticipated date on which audio or visual tapes will be erased and(or) 
Identifiers will be removed from completed survey Instruments; 
—S IL _E_ 
Month Day Year 
fS.J Signature ^ Head^or Ch^rperson Date Depa^ment or Administrative Unit 
, 
OecFsFon o? the Ûnfversfty CÔmmfttee on the Ose'of Human Subjects In Research: 
El Project Approved Q Project not approved Q No action required 
George G. Karas 
Name of Committee Chairperson Date Signature of Committee Chairperson 
Revised 6/78 
